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SENATE 
TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 1954 

(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5~ 
1954) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty and Eternal God our Father, 
we pause in this moment to dedicate 
our thoughts and motives to Thee. Look 
upon them, we pray, that as we face this 
new day, we may be blessed to use them 
to their fullest and best . intent. We 
thank Thee that Thou hast set in our 
hearts a dream of life without futility, 
of faith without fear, of freedom with
out folly. Arise Thou within us as 
strength and healing and victory, over
coming all confusion of purpose, all 
haunting failure, and all that would 
keep us from the best to which Thou 
dost call us. In the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceejings of Monday, 
August 9, 1954, was dispensed with. 

REPORT ON PARTICIPATION IN 
THE UNITED NAT.1.:>NS-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. 
NO. 492) 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the following communication 
from the President of the United States, · 
which was read, and, with the accom
panying report, referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, pursuant to the 
United Nations Participation Act, the 
eighth annual report, covering the year 
1953, on United States participation in 
the United Nations. 

This report surveys the first year of 
our activity in the United Nations since 
this administration took offi~e. and I am 
happy to bring to your attention its evi
dence of benefits that have accrued to 
our country and the free world from par
ticipation in the United Nations. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 10, 1954. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow
ing bills of the Senate: 

S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S. 1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the District of Colum
bia to national political conventions, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to alley 
dwellings in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended; 
and 

S. 3482. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H. R. 9245) to 
establish a joint committee of Congress 
to study postal field service reclassifica
tion, to increase the rates of basic com
pensation of postmasters, officers, and 
employees in the postal field service 
pending reclassification pursuant to rec
ommendations of such joint committee, 
and for other purposes, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the following con
current resolution <H. Con. Res. 218) 
favoring the waiver of State residence 
requirements in elections of Federal offi
cials, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate: 

Whereas many citizens are deprived of the 
right to vote because they have recently 
moved from one State to another and have 
not subsequent to such move complied with 
the residence requirements of the State to 
which they have moved; and 

Whereas it is desirable that citizens should 
be entitled to vote for the office of President 
and Vice President whether or not they had 
moved from one State to another; and 

Whereas such disfranchisement could be 
avoided by reciprocal arrangements between 
the several States which would recognize the 
right of a citizen who had moved from one 
State to another to continue to vote in the 
State from which he had moved for such 
reasonable period of time as would enable 
him to fulfill the residence requirements in 

the State to which he had moved: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
expresses itself as favoring, and suggests to 
the several States the consideration of appro
priate legislation to enable a person to vote 
when such person would be eligible to vote 
but for the fact that he had moved from one 
State to another and had not yet fulfilled 
the residence requirements of such State to 
which he had moved. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration was authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
tomorrow. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following a brief executive session and 
a quorum call, there may be the cus
tomary morning hour for the transac
tion of routine business, under the usual 
2-minute limitation on speeches. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob· 
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business, for 
action on nominations under "New 
Reports." 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on 
Public Works: 

Herbert Davis Vogel, of Michigan, to be 
a member of the Board of Directors of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, vice Gordon R. 
Clapp, term expired. 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

Ninety-two postmasters. 
By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, from the 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: 
Horace W. Harper, of Texas, to be a mem

ber of the Railroad Retirement Board for a 
term of 5 years (reappointment); and 

Joseph H. Gerber and sundry other can
didates for appointment in the Regular 
Corps of the Public Health Service. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 

no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Hon. James C. Connell, of Ohio, to be 
United States district judge for the 
northern district of Ohio. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Theodore E. Munson, of Alaska, to be 
United States district attorney for divi
sion No. 1, district of Alaska. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, .the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Herbert G. Homme, Jr., of North 
Dakota, to be United States attorney for 
Guam. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Robert Vogel, of North Dakota, ·to be 
United States district attorney for the 
district of North Dakota. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nom~nation is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Harry R. Tenborg, of North Dakota, 
to be United States marshal for the dis-
trict of North Dakota. . 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of nominations confirmed today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be immedi
ately notified of the nominations this day 
confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRIPPA in the chair). Without objection 
it is so ordered. ' 

Morning business is in order, under the 
2-minute limitation on speeches. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES H. R. 6498. A bill for the relief of Elfrieda 
The following reports of committees Lina Avitable, nee Roser (Rept. No. 2418); 

H. R. 6752. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
were submitted: Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano (Rept. 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on No. 2419); 
the Judiciary, without amendment: H. R . 6762. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

S. 239. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman (Rept. No. 
Fra nk Goto (Rept. No. 2365); 2420); 

S. 2115. A bill for the relief of Gertraut H. R. 6858. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Hildegarde Marie Hubinger and Franz Hub- Efthemia Soteralis (Rept. No. 2421) ; 
inger (Rept. No. 2383); H . R. 7031. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

S. 2692. A bill for the relief of Hedwig George A. Meffan (Rept. No. 2368); 
M arie Zaunmuller (Rept. No. 2384); H. R. 7033. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

S. 2694. A bill for the relief of Francis Ber- Anna J. Weigle (Rept. No. 2422); 
tram Brennan (Rept. No. 2385); H. R. 7151. A bill for the .relief of Mazal 

H. R. 697. A bill for the relief of Demetrios Kolman (Rept. No. 2423); 
Christos Mataraggiotis, and Zoi Demetre Ma- H. R. 7217. A bill for the relief of Astor 
taraggiotis, his wife, and Christos Matarag- Vergata (Rept. No. 2424); . 
giotis and Constantinos Mataraggiotis, their H . R. 7581. A bill for the relief of Gaetano 
minor sons (Rept. No. 2386); Conti (Rept. No. 2425); 

H . R. 717. A bill for the relief of Henriette H. R. 7829. A bill for the relief of Shimasol 
Matter (Rept. No. 2387); Michiko (Rept. No. 2426); 

H. R. 822. A bill for the relief of Sister H. R . 7834. A bill for the relief of Erika 
Giuseppina Giaccone (Rept. No. 2388); Schneider Buonasera (Rept. No. 2427); . 

H. R. 832. A bill for the relief of Katharine H. R. 7938. A bill for the relief of Miss . 
Balsamo (Rept. No. 2389); Martha Heuschele (Rept. No. 2428); 

H. R. 834. A bill for the relief of Arthur J. ~· R. 7947. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Boucher (Rept. No. 2366); Enka (Hohenleitner) Stapleton (Rept. No. 

H. R. 839. A bill for the relief of Sister 2429 ); 
Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude Kelly) (Rept. H. R. 8065. A bill for the relief of Carlos 
No. 2390 ); Fr_ancisco, Manriqueta Mina, and Roberto 

H. R. 877. A bill for the relief of Nasser Mma Ver (Rept. No. 2430); 
Esphahanian (Rept. No. 2391); ' H. R. 8183. A bill for the relief of Elfriede 

H. R. 1622. A bill for the relief of Agustin Ida Geissler (Rept. No. 2431); 
Mondreal (Rept. No. 2392); H . R. 8244. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

H. R. 1627. A bill for the relief of Johann Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen (Rept. No. 2432); 
Graben (Rept. No. 2393); H . R. 8375. A bill for the relief of Ilse Rad-

H. R. 1904. A bill for the. relief of Patricia ler Hughes (Rept. No. 2433); 
A. Pembroke (Rept. No. 2394); H. R. 8424·. A bill for the relief of Mrs 

H. R . 2480. A bill for the relief of Charlotte Else Johnson (Rept. No. 2434); · 
Margarita Schmidt (Rept. No. 2395); H. R. 8554. A bill for the relief of Maria 

· H. R. 2483. A bill for the relief of Giacomo · M. Khoe (Rept. No. _2435); 
Bartolo Vanadia (Rept. No. 2396); H. R. 8557. A bill for the relief of Ezio 

H. R. 2500. A bill for the relief of Stanislaw - Bertoni ,(Rept. No. 2436); · · 
Majzner (alias Stanley Maisner) (Rept. No. .H. R. 8936: A bill for the relief of Dana 
2397); · - Evanovich' (Rept. No. 2437); 

H. R. 2794. A bill for the relief of Mrs. H. R . 9029· A bill for the relief of Paul 
Claire Godreau Daigle (Rept. No. 23~8) '; James Patrie (Rept. No. 2438); 

H . R. 3384. A bill for the relief of John B. H. R. 9496. A bill for the relief of Elisabeth 
Daniel, Inc. (Rept. No. 2367); · Hoef,t (Rept. No. 2439); 

H. R. 3388. A bill for the relief of Louie H. R. 9512. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Ella Attaway (Rept. No. 2399); FraJ?.ziska (Han) Rigau (Rept. No. 2440) · 

H . R. 3447. A bill for the relief of Maria and ' 
Paccione Pica (Rept. No. 2400); ~· R. 9953. A bill for the relief of Mr. Fu-Ho 

· H. R. 3507. A bill for the relief of Major Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan and their child 
Elias M. Tsougranis (Rept. No. 2401); Richard Chan (Rept. No.' 2441). ' 

H. R. 3520. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Erna By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
Rosita Pont (formerly Erna Rosita Michel) the Judiciary, with an amendment: 
(Rept. No. 2402); S . 1345. A bill for the relief of certain Pales-

H. R. 3665. A bill for the relief of Marko tinian Arab re:ugees (Rept. No. 2442); 
Ribic (Rept. No. 2403): S . 1504. A bill for the relief of the estate 

H. R. 3750. A bill for the relief of Inge of Rev. Pang Wha Il' (Rept. No. 2369); 
Beckmann (Rept. No. 2404); .s. 18~2. A bill for the relief of Hildegarde 

H. R. 3874. A bill for the relief of Roberto Hiller (Rept. No. 2443); 
Johnson- (Rept. No. 2405); · S. 1920. A bill for the relief of Ashley G. 

H. R. 4426. A bi:l for the relief of Andrew Ogden (Rept. No. 2370); 
Paulette Quatrehomme and her child (Rept. S. 3362. A bill for the relief of Osker Asz-
No. 2406); moneit (Rept. No. -2444); 

. H. R. 4437. A bill for the relief of Louise S. 3602. A bill for the relief of Mrs . Hannah 
Rank (Rept. No. 2407); Mae Powell (Rept. No. 2371); 

H. R. 4522. A bill for the relief of Petrus H. R. 1461. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 
Van Keer (Rept. No. 2408); McRight (Rept. No. 2372); 

H. R . 4815. A bill for the relief of Alexander H. R. 2781. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 
Petsche (Rept. No. 2409); Matook (Rept. No. 2373); 

H. R. 4908. A bill for the relief of Pietro H. R. 3014. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alfred 
Petralia (Rept. No. 2410); L. Smith (Rept. No. 2374); 

H. R . 5119. A bill for the relief of Augusta H. R. 3232. A bill for the relief of Dennis 
Oppa cher Bialek (Rept. No. 2411); F. Guthrie (Rept. No. 2375); 

H. R. 5459. A bill for the relief of Takeko H. R . 3446. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
lsl).iki (Rept. No. 2412); Emily Wilhelm (Rept. No. 2376); 

H. R . 5553. A bill for the relief of Dr. Lu H. R . 3756. A bill for the relief of Allen 
Jen-lung (Rept. No. 2413 ) ; Pope, his heirs or personal representatives 

H . R. 5749. A bill for the relief of Maria (Rept. No. 2377); 
Teresa Lubiat (Rept. No. 2414); H. R . 4281. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

H. R. 6266. A bill for the relief of Frank Mrs. Thomas V. Compton (Rept. No. 2378); 
Robert Gage (Rept. No. 2415); H. R. 6529. A bill for the relief of Raleigh 

H. R. 6355. A bill for the relief of Elena Hill (Rept. No. 2445); and 
Scarpetti Savelli (Rept. No. 2416); H. R. 9357. A bill for the relief of s. H. 

H. R . 6442. A bill for the relief of Tamiko Prather, Mrs. Florence Prather Penman, s . H. 
Fujiwara (Rept. No. 2417); Prather, Jr. (Rept. No. 2379). 
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By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary, with amendments: 
S. 684. A bill for the relie~ of Ernest B. 

Sanders (Rept. No. 2380); 
s. 1342. A bill for the relief of Palestinian 

Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2446); 
S. 1343. A bill for the relief of certain 

Palestinian Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2447); 
s. 2203. A bill for the relief of certaiu 

Palestinian Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2448); 
and 

H. R. 1107. A bill for the relief of the J. A. 
Vance Co. (Rept. No. 2381). 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine, from the Com
mittee on Government Operations, with an 
amendment: 

H. R. 9835. A bill to provide for the ter
mination of Government operations which 
are in competition with· private enterprise 
(Rept. No. 2382). 

By Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on 
Public Works, with an amendment: 

s. 1042. A bill to abolish the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds 
(Rept. No. 2449). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, . the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER: 
S. 3851. A bill to provide rewards for !n

formation concerning the illegal introduc
tion into the United States, or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the U:nited 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons; to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HICKENLOOPER 
when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: . 
S. 3852. A bill for the relief of Gerda Irm· 

gard Kurella; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 3853. A bill to provide for the r~lief 

of droughts in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
S. 3854. A bill for the relief · of Young 

Bae Kim; to the Committee on the Judi· 
ciary. 

By Mr. STENNIS: 
S. 3855. A bill for the relief of certain de· 

pendents of the late James Anderson 
O'Donnell, lieutenant (junior-grade), United 
States Naval Reserve; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

REWARDS FOR INFORMATION ON 
SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL AND 
ATOMIC WEAPONS 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi

dent, I introduce for appropriate refer
ence, a bill to provide rewards for infor
mation concerning the illegal introduc
tion into the United States or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons. This bill provides that 
rewards and other benefits will be avail
able to aliens who give information about 
atomic weapons for introduction into or 
for use against this country. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 3851) to provide ·rewards 
for information concerning the illegal 
introduction into the United States, or 
the illegal manufacture or acquisition in 
the United States, of special nuclear rna-

terial and atomic weapons, introduced 
by Mr. HICKENLOOPER, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARINGS ·ENTITLED ''COM
MUNIST PROPAGANDA" 
Mr. JENNER submitted the following 

resolution (S. Res. 311), which was re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
20,000 additional copies of the hearings en
titled "Communist Propaganda," held before 
a subcommittee of the above committee dur
ing the 83d Congress. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 218) favoring the waiver of State 
residence requirements in elections of 
Federal officials, was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

ADDRESSES, 
CLES, ETC .• 
RECORD 

EDITORIALS, ARTI
PRINTED IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the Appendix, 
as follows: 

By Mr. BEALL: 
Digest of the tax-revision bill, H. R. 8300. 

OPPOSITION TO COMPULSORY 
INCLUSION OF MEMBERS OF 
LEGAL PROFESSION IN SOCIAL
SECURITY COVERAGE 
Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the minutes 
of the meeting of the executive council 
of the West Virginia Bar Association, 

·held on the 16th day of July 1954, in 
opposition to compulsory inclusion in 
the social-security coverage of members 
of the legal profession. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION OF THE WEST VmGINIA BAR 

AssociATION 
· The following is an excerpt from the 

minutes of the meeting of the executive 
council of the West Virginia Bar Association. 
held on July 16, 1954: 

"Upon motion of Mr. James, seconded by 
Mr. Scherr, this council records its opposi
tion to compulsory inclusion in the social
security coverage of members of the legal 
profession and reiterates its former resolu
tion approved at its meeting of March 13, 
1954, that such inclusion be only on a 
voluntary basis." 

Teste: 
J. Ross HUNTER, Jr., 

Executive Secretary-Treasurer, the 
West Virginia Bar Association. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

If not, morning business is closed. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 3052) to encourage a 
stable, prosperous, and free agriculture, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], to the committee amendment 
on page 24. 

The time is controlled, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes, in which to explain 
this amendment to the committee 
amendment. · 

Mr. President, this amendment to the 
committee amendment, which I submit 
on behalf of myself and 6 of my col
leagues on the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, would strike from the 
committee amendment section 204, on 
page 24. That provision reads as fol
lows: 

SEc. 204. Title III of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1447-1449), 
is amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new section as follows: 

"SEC. 304. Notwithstanding the forego.ing 
provisions of this title price support shall be 
made available to producers for the 1955 and 
1956 crops of oats, rye, barley, and grain 
sorghums at not less than the level the Sec
retary shall determine is the feed-value 
equivalent ratio to the support level for 
corn." 

Mr. President, this provision of the 
committee amendment should be de
leted. Not only is it unworkable, but it is 
impractical and unwise. I do not know 
how the Department of Agriculture 
would administer it. 

Mr. President, the reason why this 
provision of the committee amendment 
is unsound is that, first, it would make 
price support mandatory for these prod
ucts, but would not require the use of 
acreage allotments. Thus, these com
modities would have a status preferable 
to that for corn. Criteria other than 
feed value should continue in use as a 
determinant of price-support levels, as 
at present, under my amendment. 

Second, feed is only 1 use for these 4 
small grains. The estimated percent
age of the crop of these grains used for 
feed in 1953-54, is as follows: 

Eighty-eight percent of the corn crop 
is used for feed. 

Eighty-eight percent of the oats crop 
is used for fee.d. 

But only 49 percent, or less than one
half, of the barley crop is used for feed. 

Seventy-six percent of the crop of 
grain sorghums goes into feed. 

But only one-third, or 33 percent of 
our production of rye goes into feed. 

Third, price supports for corn in the 
noncommercial areas are 75 percent of 
the support level in commercial areas. 
It is inappropriate to tie support prices 
for the feed grains, wherever grown, to 
the level of price_ supports for corn 
grown in the commercial areas. Only a 
part of the feed .grain is produced within 
the commercial corn area. 
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The :various_ percentages of these feed 
grains produced within the commercial 
corn area are as follows: 
· Sixty percent of the oats are produced 
within the commercial corn .area. 

But only 45 percent, or less than one
half, of the rye is produced within the 
commercial corn area. 

Twenty percent of the barley is pro
duced within the commercial corn area. 

Twenty percent of the grain sorghums 
are produced within the commercial corn 
area. 

Mr. President, if we base the supports 
for these four small grains on, and tie 
them to, ·the feed value of corn within 
the commercial corn area, the following 
changes would occur: 

At present, these feed grains are sup
ported at 85 percent of parity. But the 
actual support of barley in 1954 was $1.15 
a bushel. If this provision remains in 
the committee amendment and is en
acted into law, tying the support price of 
barley to the present support price for 
corn grown within the commercial corn 
area, will make the support rate for bar
ley $1.31 a bushel. 

In the case of grain sorghums, the 
increase would be from $2.28 per 100 
pounds to $2.89. 

In the case of oats, the increase would 
be from 75 cents to 81 cents a bushel. 

In the case of rye, the support price 
would drop from $1.43 to $1.38 a bushel. 

If we go outside the commercial corn 
area and still tie the support for these 
small grains to the support given to corn 
in those areas, we find that a vastly dif
ferent set of support levels will be in ef
fect. 

If it is the intention to provide two 
levels of price supports for oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums, in a manner 
similar to the two-price support levels 

·for corn, that would mean that outside 
the commercial corn area, the minimum 
level for rye would be lowered from the 
present support of $1.43 a bushel to $1.03 
a bushel. 

In the case of oats, the support price 
would be lowered from the present 75 
cents a bushel to 61 cents a bushel; in 
the case of barley, from $1.15 to $1.08 a 
bushel; and in the case of grain sor
ghums, from $1.28 to $1.21 a bushel. 

Since a large percentage of these four 
small grains is raised outside the com
mercial corn area, the net result would be 
to lower generally their price supports 
from the present levels. If these four 
small grains are supported outside the 
commercial area at the level of corn in
side the commercial corn area, the result 
will be that these grains will be treated 
on a much different basis from that on 
which corn outside the commercial corn 
area is treated. 

From what I have just set forth, it is 
quite obvious that this provision of the 
committee amendment is highly ambig
uous and is impossible of rational ad
ministration. The confusion is greatly 
multiplied by the fact that no provision 
for production controls is provided in 
order to keep supplies in line with de
mand. 

Mr. President, we know that this year 
the planting of barley on acres diverted 

from other crops has increased approxi
mately 50 percent, as compared with the 
planting last year. In other words, we 
should not control the acreage planted_ to 
corn and let the acreage planted to oats, 
barley, rye, and grain sorghums run 
wild. 

Mr. President, I think this is a prime 
example of the lack of wisdom in trying 
to operate our economic system by means 
of rigid political formulas. Supply and 
demand relationships are constantly 
-changing; Prices reflect these changes. 
A frozen pattern, such as the one pro
posed in this· section of the committee 
amendment, would seriously impair the 
economic workability of the signals of 
price which are needed by both pro
ducers and consumers. 

Mr. President, I should like to point 
out what a small percentage of the farm
er's total income is derived from these 
small grains. The following figures are 
based on the 1953 crop. Oats account 
for only three-fourths of 1 percent of 
the total farm income. Barley accounts 
for only fifty-five one-hundredths of 1 
percent of the farmer's income. Grain 
sorghums account for only three-tenths 
of 1 percent of the total farm income. 
Rye accounts for only six one-hun
dredths of 1 percent of the total farm in
come. 

These crops are, to a large extent, fed 
on farms where grown, rather than sold. 
Since sales are few, price support is not 
of major consequence, but some of these 
crops--oats in particular-are produced 
in large quantities. 

If the support price for com hap
pened to be high, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation would acquire very large 
stocks of these feed grains, particularly 
as the committee amendment provides 
for no additional production controls. 

Formidable administrative problems 
would be encountered because of con
fiicting crop years. Considerable quanti
ties of barley and oats are sold in the 
fall. If section 204 were enacted it 
would be necessary to determine the sup
port price for the corn crop 8 months 
before the corn crop was planted. It 
would be administratively unworkable. 

I hope the Senate will accept the 
amendment which will delete section 204 
from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AIKEN] for himself and other 
Senators, to the committee amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield for a 
question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not a fact that 

the small grains to which the Senator 
has referred have been supported by 
the Government in the past? 

Mr. AIKEN. At present they are sup
ported, I believe, at 85 percent of parity, 
which is as fair a level of support in 
relation to the support given to corn 
and other grain as the Department has 
been able to work out. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The support is now 
permissive, and this amendment would 
make it mandatory, would it not? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct; with
out any provisions for control of acreage. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I 
rise-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] has 
control of the time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me some time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How much 
time does the Senator desire? 

Mr. YOUNG. Five minutes or less. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield lO 

minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of a substitute I shall offer. I 
think that in his Kasson, Minn., speech, 
President Eisenhower made his position 
very clear with respect to support prices 
for oats, barley, rye, and soybeans. I 
do not have the text of that speech be
fore me at the moment, but in it he was 
very specific in saying that these com
modities should have the same price pro
tection as that accorded major farm 
commodities. He uid not say basic farm 
commodities, but he said major farm 
commodities. I should say that among 
the major farm commodities which are 
supported at 75 t() 90 percent are dairy 
commodities, and basic farm commodi
ties, supported at 90 percent of parity. 
The provision of the bill seeks to give 
them the same type of price support they 
have not, except that it is optional with 
the Secretary, and I propose to make it 
mandatory. 

These feed grains are supported with 
corn on a feed ratio basis. I do not think 
that the support level would be changed 
one iota, except that it would be mand~
tory instead of optional. 

I should hope, Mr. President, in view 
of the very fine statement made by Pres
ident Eisenhower, which has never been 
contradicted by Secretary Benson or any
one else, that the Senate would very hap
pily accept and approve my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the. amend
ment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to suggest the absence of a 
quorum. Appal'ently the debate has run 
out. Are both sides willing to yield all 
time back, or do they desire to reserve 
5 minutes so when a quorum is obtained, 
some time will remain available? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. The Senator from 
Texas and I reserve 5 minutes in case of 
need. Otherwise, I am willing to yield 
the time back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 

Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
carlson 
Case 
Chavez 

Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duti 
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Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Tex. 

Johnston, S. c. Neely 
Kefauver Pastore 
Kennedy Payne 
Kerr Potter 
Kilgore Purtell 
Knowland Reynolds 
Kuchel Robertson 
Langer Russell 
Lehman Sal tonstall 
Lennon Schoeppel 
Long Smathers 
Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Malone Smith, N.J. 
Mansfield Stennis 
Martin Symington 
Maybank Thye 
McCarran Upton 
McClellan Watkins 
Millikin Welker 
Monroney Wiley 
Morse Williams 
Mundt Young 
Murray 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS] is necessarily absent.· 

The junior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. McCARTHY] is absent on official 
business. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] for himself and 
other Senators, to the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have just 
answered to the quorum call. May we 
have an explanation of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is controlled. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
believe the Senator from Minnesota 
merely wants to have the amendment 
explained. Five minutes are reserved on 
each side of the question for that 
purpose. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to know 
what we are voting on. I have just 
answered the quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec
retary will read the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 24 it is 
proposed to strike out lines 4 through 12, 
inclusive. 

Mr. THYE. What does the amend
ment strike out? Am I to understand 
that it strikes out mandatory supports 
for oats, barley, rye, and sorghum? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 
Mr. THYE. And soybeans? 
Mr. AIKEN. Not soybeans. · 
Mr. THYE. Just oats, bai·ley, rye, and 

grain sorghum? 
Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. The 

amendment would strike out section 204 
of the committee amendment, which 
would require mandatory supports for 
small grains and tie such supports to the 
feed value of corn. 

I pointed out earlier how this provision 
would be unworkable. There are a com
mercial and a noncommercial area for 
corn. Would the support prices for these 
feed grains be tied to the support price 
for corn in the commercial area or in 
the noncommercial area or both? In 
any event, the proposal of the majority 
of the committee would reduce the sup
port price for rye from the present one. 

I also pointed out that only a small 
percentage of the farmer's income is 
derived from these four commodities. I 
further pointed out that the1~e is no pro
vision for acreage control over these 
commodities. We already know how 
rapidly the plantings of barley and other 
small grains can increase. This provi
sion is not contained in the House bill. 
I believe it is completely unworkable. 
Much of our rye is sowed in the fall. 
Oats also are sowed in the fall. We 
would have to figure out a support level 
for corn in order to apply it to those 
fall-sown small-grains. The whole pro
vision is unworkable, and I hope the 
amendment which I have proposed will 
prevail. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I yi~ld to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YouNG] 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, as soon 
as I have an amendment drawn, I shall 
offer it as a substitute. It would pro
vide mandatory supports for oats, bar
ley, rye, soybeans, and grain sorghums 
at 75 to 90 percent of t;..arity. 

Let me read a statement from the 
President's Kasson, Minn., speech, and 
ask my Republican friends to place their 
own interpretation upon its meaning 
and intent: 

As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer--crops such as oats, bar
ley, rye, and soybeans-should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops. 

The amendment which I shall propose 
would leave it within the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture to support 
these very important commodities at a 
level anywhere between 75 and 90 per
cent of ·parity. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator, in 

his substitute amendment, provide any 
machinery for controlling acreage? 

Mr. YOUNG. The Secretary of Agri
culture has that authority now, and he 
is doing a pretty good job of limiting the 
amount of acreage farmers can seed to 
oats, barley, rye, and other crops. In 
fact, he has as much or more authority 
than under the dairy price-support pro
gram. There is no effective means, so 
far as I am able to determine, under 
which the Secretary can control the pro
duction of dairy commodities. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield for 
another question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I gladly yield to the 
Sen~tor from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is not the total pro
duction of the small grains approxi
mately twice the volume of the total 
production of wheat? 

Mr. YOUNG. Let me say to my friend 
from Florida that the production of oats 
each year is approximately 1,250,000,000 
bushels. Only about 250 million bushels 
of that total production of oats ever 
reach the market place. All the rest of 
it is fed. The 250 million bushels that 
do reach the market place determine the 

price for all the rest of it. In the past 
year we have imported 151 million bush
els of oats, barley, rye, and feed wheat. 

I have on my desk a letter from a 
farmer at North Gate, N. Dak., which is 
on the Canadian border; I should like 
to read it. The writer points out that 
there are Canadian trucks backed up 
at the elevators waiting to get in. They 
somehow can find storage space and a 
place to handle Canadian oats, barley, 
and rye. Ironically, at the same time 
United States farmers who are required 
to reduce their production cannot even 
get their grain in. 

There is presently no surplus of oats 
or of barley. The next crop looks pretty 
good. We import practically the whole 
Canadian crop of rye. These crops are 
very important to this Nation. We are 
not asking for 100 percent support; we 
are not asking mandatory 90 percent 
support, but we are asking for those 
crops the meager protection to which 
they are entitled. We seek the protec
tion for these crops which the President 
of the United States very plainly indi
ca ted they should have in his Kasson, 
Minn., speech. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Did I correctly 

understand the Senator to say that un
der his amendment it would be discre
tionary with the Secretary of Agricul
ture whether he would ~upport these 
commodities at from 75 to 90 percent? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. Let 
me again read from the President's 
speech. Will any Senator on the floor 
say it means anything other than what 
I have interpreted it to mean? I read: 

As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer-crops such as oats, bar
ley, rye, and soybeans-should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops. 

Mr. President, I wrote to Secretary 
Benson twice and tried to get his inter
pretation of that statement. I always 
believed that after a campaign Members 
of Congress should try to carry out the 
campaign promises by the introduction 
and passage of bills to fulfill commit
ments. So, believing in that very 
strongly, I wrote to SP-cretary Benson 
shortly after this Congress convened 
and asked him for his interpretation. 
He has refused to give it to me in writ
ing. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the Senator from North Dakota a 
further question. Does the Senator en
vision within his amendment the discre
tion which should be E-Xe1·cised by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, namely, to es
tablish acreage controls on these crops, 
and, if necessary, to establish market
ing quotas? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I understand, 
the Senator from North Dakota has an 



13858 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 10 

amendment to offer. I suggest that if 
he offers his amendment there will be, 
under the provisions of the agreement, 
an hour of debate on each side on his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, if he offers the amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk and ask to have stated an 
amendment which is offered on behalf 
of the Senators from Minnesota and 
myself, and I ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Serlator from North Dakota for 
himself and other Senators to the com
mittee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, in lieu of the language on page 
24, lines 4 through 12, inclusive, to insert 
the following: 

SEc. 204. (a) Title II of the Marketing Act 
of 1949, as amended, is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new section as 
follows: 

"SEC. 202. The Secretary is authorized and 
directed to make available through loans, 
purchases, or other operations price support 
to producers of oats, barley, rye, soybeans, 
and grain sorghums at a level not in excess 
of 90 percent nor less than 75 percent of the 
parity price therefor." 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective with respect to 1955 and 
succeeding crops. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator has 
an hour. 

Mr. YOUNG. I should like to answer 
the question posed by my good friend 
from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL], namely, 
whether it is possible to control the acre
age of these crops. First, may I point 
out that we have mandatory supports 
on dairy commodities yet there is no 
provision to control effectively the pro
duction of dairy commodities. Pres
ently farmers are required to limit their 
acreage next year on the commodities 
affected by the present amendment. 
The Secretary of Agriculture is now ex
ercising his authority to limit farmers 
with respect to these crops. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Merely for ·the 

purpose of clarification, I read from the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Dakota, section 202, as follows: 

SEC. 202. The Secretary is authorized-;-

And I call the Senator's particular at
tention to the words-
and directed to make available through 

· loans, purchases, or other . operations price 
support to producers of oats, barley, rye, soy
beans, and grain sorghums at a level not in 
excess of 90 percent nor less than 75 percent 
of the parity price therefor. 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective with respect to 1955 and 
succeeding crops. 

I am merely asking the question for 
clarification, to determine whether or 
not the Senator would be satisfied with 
the language "the Secretary is author
ized," leaving out the words "and di
rected," because, as I understand the 
Senator, this was to be permissive, and 

not mandatory. If the words "and di
rected" were included, would that not, 
with respect to other nonbasic crops, 
place the Secretary in a position where 
he would have the authority to provide 
price supports, but would not be directed 
to do it? · 

If the Senator were willing to accept 
the modification I suggest, and if the 
situation is as I have indicated, the Sec
retary would have authority under other 
sections of the law to impose acreage re
strictions and, as I understood the Sen
ator to say, there is, in his judgment, 
such authority. Then I think there 
would be an entirely different situation. 

I am concerned about the words "and 
directed," which I think go beyond the 
stage of permissiveness. In fact, I think 
they would be mandatory, which is not 
the case with respect to other nonbasics, 
other than as is specifically provided by 
Congress. 

Mr. YOUNG. No. I remind my friend 
that there are support prices for dairy 
commodities. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am speaking 
about other nonbasic agricultural com
modities. 

Mr. YOUNG. Until recently there 
have been mandatory supports for tung 
nuts, mohair, wool, and many other com
modities. 

I may say that the words "and di
rected," are exactly what I desire to 
have in the amendment. I think the 
President himself promised such a pro
vision in the last campaign. Further
more, there are many rumors to the ef
fect that the Secretary of Agriculture 
intends to eliminate price supports for 
these commodities entirely. Presently 
the support level for most of these com
modities is near 85 percent of parity. I 
am not saying that they should be man
datory at 85 percent; I am leaving that 
to the discretion of the Secretary. He 
can reduce them below the present levei 
if circumstances make it necessary. 
They have been maintained on that basis 
for 6, 8, or 10 years; perhaps longer. 
I am not seeking to change the present 
program for these commodities, except 
to make certain that there will be sup
ports in the future. If the administra
tion believes the supports should be con
tinued and if the administration denies 
that they will be discontinued, then 
there should be no objection to this 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. ;Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. First, I wish to say there 

is absolutely nothing to the rumors re
ferred to by the Senator from North 
Dakota to the effect that the Secretary 
plans to drop supports for these com
modities. The rumors are a part of a 
deliberate propaganda campaign to em
barrass the Secretary and to rouse to 
a fighting pitch the farmers of the Da
kotas, Minnesota, and that area. 

Let me call the Senator's attention 
to section 302. 

Mr. YOUNG. First, let me answer the 
Senator. 

Mr. AIKEN. Supports are mandatory 
now on these grains. 

Mr. YOUNG. No; they are not man
datory. If they were mandatory, what 
objection would the Senator have · to 
the amendment? 

Mr. AIKEN. Section 302 of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 reads as follows: 

Without restricting price support to those 
commodities for which a marketing quota 
or marketing agreement or order program 
is in effect, price support shall, · insofar as 
feasible, be made available to producers of 
any storable nonbasic agricultural commod
ity for which such a program is in effect 
and who are complying with such program. 
The level of such support shall not be in 
excess of 90 percent of the parity price of 
such commodity. 

Mr. YOUNG. I should like to answer 
the later statement first, and also the 
other question raised by the Senator 
from Vermont. It has always been my 
interpretation, and the interpretation of 
every Solicitor of the Department of 
Agriculture, that the present support 
program for these commodities is op .. 
tional with the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I am very happy to have the assurance 
of the Senator from Vermont, who is 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, that there is no inten
tion to delete this important part of the 
price-support program. The rumors, by 
the way, did not come from North Da
kota. My friend, the Senator from Ver .. 
mont, thinks that whenever rumors 
arise they come from North Dakota. The 
rumors came from farm group represent .. 
atives in Washington. 

I wish the Secretary of Agriculture 
would reassure the farmers of the Na
tion that he has no intention of lower .. 
ing the support levels or of deleting them. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think he can 
under the law because if the Senator 
will read title 3 of the act of 1949, he 
will · find this provision: 

Price support shall, insofar as feasible, 
be made available to producers of any stor
able nonbasic agricultural commodity for 
which such a program is in effect and who are 
complying with such program. 

Mr. YOUNG. ''If it is feasible." But 
the Secretary can say that price sup .. 
ports are not feasible, and can elimi .. 
nate the supports entirely. Those words 
indicate very plainly that supports are 
entirely optional. The Secretary could 
find that they were not feasible, if he 
wished to. Anyway, if my friend from 
Vermont is correct, what is his objection 
to the amendment? 

Mr. AlKEN. The act of 1949 contains 
a table providing a minimum support 
level for storable nonbasics from 90 to 
75 percent; and then there is a proviso 
which might permit the Secretary to go 
below 75 percent, which reads as follows: 

Provided, That the level of price support 
may be less than . the minimum level pro
vided in the foregoing table if the Secre
t ary, after examination of the availability 
of funds for mandatory price-support pro
grams and consideration of the other fac
tors specified in section 401 (b), determines 
that such lower level is desirable and proper. 

. In other words, if there were not 
enough money to support everything, 
then the basic commodities would have 
preference. But if the money were avail
able, the Secretary would be supporting 
other commodities already at between 
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75 and 90 percent, if they were storable
and all the commodities we are discuss· 
ing are storable. 

I do not know that the Senator's 
amendment would change the law at all, 
except that the present law says that 
if the Secretary runs out of funds, the 
basic commodities shall have preference. 

Mr. YOUNG. I do not think there is 
any danger of the Secretary running out 
of funds. I remember last June, when 
the Department of Agriculture wanted to 
raise the borrowing authority of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Da
kota has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield myself 10 addi
tional minutes. 

I remember when there was a rush 
to increase the borrowing authority to 
$8,500,000,000. I believed there was an 
emergency. I believed the Secretary. I 
was one of those who really worked to 
get the increased borrowing authority 
through Congress. My friend, the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS J, did not think there was any 
need for it. I think he proved to be 
right. I do not believe that any of that 
borrowing authority was used. 

Only recently· the Department of Ag
riculture has been urging another in· 
crease of $1,500,000,000 to bring the bor
rowing authority up to $10 billion. Cer
tainly, in view of the present crop condi· 
tions, that is entirely unnecessary. I do 
not think the administration will be 
found pushing it at all. 

I think my amendment is entirely in 
order. If it is not in line with the Re
publican pledges in the last campaign, I 
wish some Senator would rise and tell 
me so. If I am misreading the Kasson, 
Minn., speech, I wish some Senator would 
rise and tell me how I am misreading it. 
If I am not misreading it, then I think 
it is time that the Republican Party 
kept one or two of its campaign pledges. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Again, as I under

stand the able Senator from North Da
kota, he recognizes that if the prices are 
supported permissively under his amend
ment, and if the production should reach 
such a quantity that, in the judgment 
of the Secretary or those in charge of the 
enforcement of the program, it became 
necessary to impose acreage quotas or 
marketing quotas, then the Senator 
would recognize that that would be an 
order, and would have to be done. That 
would put the supports on the same 
basis as those for wheat. 

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator has been 
a great advocate of flexible supports. 
This is flexibility. He has contended 
that flexibility would take care of the 
surpluses of corn and wheat. Is the 
Senator worrying about surpluses of 
these commodities when, after 10 or 12 
years, we do not have surpluses, but, in 
fact, have shortages at present? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I am in sympathy 
with what the Senator from North Da
kota is attempting to do. I assure him 
that I am; but I also want to be sure 
that the record will be clear as to what 

is proposed to be done. It might become 
necessary for the producers of these 
commodities to know that they could 
still have imposed on them acreage 
quotas and marketing quotas, the same 
as is the case with wheat. Those are 
things I wanted to be sure were crystal 
clear if we moved into such a program, 
so that there would be no misunder
standing. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Let me first yield to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not see that the 
Senator's proposed amendment changes 
the practical effect of the present law, 
except insofar as the present law pro· 
vides that if there is riot money enough 
to go around, it will be necessary to re
duce or eliminate price supports for 
nonbasics, because the basics would have 
first call on the money. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
North Dakota if he agrees that the 
present law does give the Secretary 
authority to require compliance with 
acreage allotments and controls in re
turn for price supports. If the Senator 
does agree that the Secretary has au
thority to require compliance with acre
age allotments, I would have no objec
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. I take it that the Secre
tary does have such authority. 

Mr. AIKEN. This year, when large 
acreages were diverted from cotton and 
wheat, we found an increase in oats of 
106.7 percent, in barley of 151 percent, 
in rye of 123.4 percent, and in sorghum 
of 149.1 percent above last year. 

Mr. YOUNG. I understand the Sec
retary does have authority to control 
production. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that 
under the existing law the Secretary has 
the authority to fix supports, but it is 
not mandatory. Under the proposed 
amendment, it would be mandatory that 
the Secretary fix supports at from 75 to 
90 percent. Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. The amendment of 

the Senator from North Dakota would 
make mandatory that which the Sec
retary merely has discretionary author
ity to do under the law. Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I would 

have no objection to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota if I were 
sure that the Secretary now has full 
authority to require compliance with 
acreage allotments in return for price 
supports. I would, however, like to have 
the opinion of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] as to whether 
he believes the Secretary now has au-

. thority to require compliance. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 

should like to speak to the question after 
the Senator from North Dakota has com
pleted his remarks, but the Secretary of 
Agriculture quite obviously does not have 
control over marketing quotas. He may 
be able to stretch the law so as to apply 

it to acreage allotments, but not to mar. 
keting quotas. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. If we are to have a pro· 
gram that is administratively possible, 
the Secretary of Agriculture must be 
given the opportunity to control the di
verted acres, and he must have the au
thority to control the number of acres 
planted to oats, barley, rye, and even to 
soybeans and flax. Unless the Secretary 
is given such authorization, it will do 
little good to restrict the numbers of 
acres devoted to wheat or corn in the 
northern regions if at the same time, in 
the delta areas of the Southern States, 
corn can be planted, because by using 
irrigation methods on that land farmers 
can produce more corn per acre than can 
be produced in the North. Therefore, 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota, which I am cosponsoring, 
would give some control over the diverted 
acres, and some control over the number 
of acres planted to oats, barley, and 
rye. Only in that manner can there be a 
program under which it will be admin. 
istratively possible to control the overall 
production. If barley and oats are 
allowed to be overproduced, t~ey will 
become competitive with corn, and as a 
result we will find corn cribs sealed up, 
and oats and barley going into feed 
rations not only for hogs, but in some 
instances for poultry and beef cattle. 

Therefore, the amendment of the Sen· 
ator from North Dakota, making it man
datory, and discretionary within the 
limits provided to fix support prices at 
between 75 and 90 percent of parity, is 
absolutely sound. It would give the Sec
retary authority to limit the number of 
acres planted to those crops mentioned 
in the amendment. Unless such author
ity is put into the law, it will not be ad
ministratively possible to function under 
the law, and it will not be possible to 
control the surpluses. Senators who 
have any knowledge of planting should 
know that. If Senators do not have that 
knowledge, they are working in a vacuum 
of misunderstanding. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the ex
isting law is so strict 1!J.at I cannot plant 
any more rye on diverted acres than the 
Secretary allows me to. Likewise, I 
cannot plant any more barley, oats, or 
many other crops than the Secretary 
permits me to plant. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am merely try
ing to get some light on the subject in 
the hope that a satisfactory area of 
agreement may be reached. I under
stood the Senator to say that the amend
men~ would fix the full range of supports 
at between 75 and 90 percent of parity. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. ·within that 

range, the Secretary would have discre
tion to fix the support prices. Is that 
correct? 
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Mr. YOUNG. He would have com
plete discretion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Secondly, it is my 
understanding that in the event the 
price support should be put into effect, 
there is now in the law sufficient author
ity to give the Secretary discretion to 
impose acreage limitations. From the 
explanations which have been made, I 
am not clear as to whether the Senator's 
statement applied only to acreage limi
tation, in the event a farmer went out 
of production of wheat, as an example, 
and into the production of some of the 
other named commodities, or .whether, 
once having put the support into effect, 
the Secretary would have the authority 
to impose acreage limitations on new 
acres or acreage which had never been 
planted to wheat, but had been planted 
to various other commodities mentioned 
in the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

I think if the Senator can clear that 
up and agree that the Secretary defi
nitely would have authority to impose 
acreage limitations on nonformer wheat 
acreage in the same manner in which 
he may apply limitations on, we will say, 
wheat, then we shall have clarified at 
least one basic point at issue. 

Mr. YOUNG: I am advised by counsel 
for the Senate Committ~e on Agricul
ture and Forestry_ that the Secretary 
now has authority to control production 
of such commodities, both for reasons 
of price support and for cost compliance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not have a 
copy of the amendment of the Senator 
from North Dakota before me, because 
he has just offered it, but, for the pur
pose of making a record of its legisla
tive history, I should like to have the 
Senator state whether his reply applies 
to each and every one of the commodi
ties which is now included in his amend
ment. 

Mr. YOUNG. I understand that it 
includes oats, barley, rye , soybeans, and 
grain sorghums. Most of those com
modities are now supported at 85 per
cent, or near parity. 

Mr. KHOWLAND. I understand that, 
but I was impressed as well by the state
ment of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEPPELJ, who raised a question as to 
whether this was •o become a directive, 
so to speak, though the option existed as 
between 75 and 90 percent. The Senator 
from Kansas wis:1ed to be satisfied that 
the law would provide that the Secretary 
would have the same power of acreage 
limitation he has in the case of the basic 
commodities, once supports are given to 
these commodities, for each and every 
one of them. 

If the Senator from North Dakota can 
assure the Senate, the Secretary would 
have that authority, so that the legis
lative history will be complete and can
not be challenged, then I think we shall 
have at least the facts upon which the 
Senate can vote. 

Mr. YOUNG. I wish to assure my 
friend from California the Secretary 
would not have the full authority he has 
on the basic commodities. On the basic 
commodities the Secretary can ask for 
acreage allotments or quotas. The Sec
retary would not have the same author-

ity in the case of these commodities as 
he would have in the case of the basic 
commodities, at least as to quotas. The 
same is also true with regard to many 
other commodities which are now being 
supported, such as wool. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say I have 
been quite impressed with the reading 
by the Senator of the President's speech 
at Kasson, Minn., in relation to the 
treatment of certain specified commod
ities in the same manner the basic com
modities are treated. 

I submi.t, as a matter of equity and 
fairness, that if the Senator is going to 
rely upon the Kasson speech those com
modities should be treated in a compara
ble fashion with the basic commodities. 

The Senator from North Dakota 
should be prepared to take the other side 
of that coin, so to speak, and should be 
prepared to permit these commodities 
which are going to be covered on an 
optional basis between 75 and 90 percent 
also to l·ear the other responsibility; 
namely, that the Secretary will have the 
same power as to both quotas and acre
age limitations with respect to these 
commodities that the Secretary has in 
respect to the basic commodities. 

I understand now the Senator from 
North Dakota does not believe that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has that ~u
thority. Would the Senator from North 
Dakota be prepared to accept an amend-

. ment which would carry out both the im
plied and apparently the express state
ment of the President that those 
commodities would be tr~ated on a com
parable basis with the basic commod
ities; which would require, it seems to 
me, at least the same power as to both 
acreage limitations and quotas? 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I desire 
to comment upon that matter. We 
have been talking about flexible price 
supports. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield myself 10 min
utes more. 

For many months the proponents of 
flexible price supports have been pro
claiming to the public that flexible 
price supports will solve the surplus 
problem, that there would be no sur
pluses if we only had flexible price 
supports. 

We are not asking for rigid price sup
ports by this amendment. We are ad
hering to the principle of flexible price 
supports, which the proponents of such 
price supports claim will take care of the 
surpluses. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has full 
and complete authority to eliminate 
price supports or to require strict con
trols on production if he desires. I am 
not willing to permit any more regimen
tation, unless the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KNOWLAND] is willing to ap
ply that same regulation to dairy com
modities and to other commodities. If 
the Senator from California desires to 
apply that principle straight across the 
board, I would be willing to consider his 
proposal. Otherwise I would not. 

Mr. President, on July 1 of this year 
the expected carryover of oats was esti-

mated at 240 million bushels. In 1953 
the carryover was 254 million bushels. 
In 1952 it was 283 million bushels. The 
carryover is about the same amount 
now, if not less, than it was in any year 
since 1945. 

The expected carryover of barley is 
70 million bushels. We had a carryover 
of 100 million bushels in 1949. This 
carryover is approximately at the same 
level it has been for many years. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I should 
like to read a letter which has a lot of 
meaning in it. I hope the Senators will 
listen to it. 
- This year we imported 151 million 
bushels of oats, barley, and rye. 

The letter I desire to read, which was 
published in the Minot Daily News of 
August 5, 1954, was written by a farmer 
who lives at Northgate, a town· on the 
border of Canada: 
EDITOR, THE NEWS: 

Being a farmer in the Northgate territory 
(a border town), I have witnessed thousands 
of bushels of Canadian grain coming across 
the border. Now they tell me that we have 
to cut down on our seeding acreage, and to 
prepare to store our 1954 crops in bins on 
our farms, because we have such a surplus. 

I would like to know what goes on with 
the allotment program concerning wheat 
acreage and so on. 

We are to cut down on rye acreage next 
year, and yet we let millions of bushels be 
imported from Canada. Why should we have 
to take care of Canada's surplus, when we 
have no room for our own? The grain com
ing across, too, takes up the space in elevators 
that we should have, and will need badly, 
if this crop comes through, and yet Mr. Ben
son tells us there is no room to store our 
grain, and we will have to cut down on seed
ing next year . 

There is grain stored on farms from last 
year, and some in poor bins, but if you go to 
the elevator and try to get rid of it, they tell 
you they can 't take it, but at the same time 
there is a line of Canadian trucks 80 rods 
long loaded wit h grain, coming to our ele
vators; they find a place to ship this. 

Doesn't it look like we farmers in the 
United States of America should be first 
with our crops? 

I believe his request is very reason
able. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield 
some time to me? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to say 
a few words on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YoUNG] of which I am proud to be a 
sponsor. . 

The provision in the pending bill, 
S. 3052, to my mind, should prevail as 
legislative policy. That provision re
lates the feed grains which have been 
mentioned-particularly oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums-to the price 
support level of corn, on the basis of the 
feed value equivalent. Simply put, that 
means the price support levels of these 
alternate feed grains, which are inter
changeable with corn as a feed grain, 
shall be related directly to the price sup- · 
port level of corn, which is a basic com
modity. 

It is true at the present time that the 
Department of Agriculture, in setting the 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL . RECORD-- SENATE 13861 
price supports for the so-called feed 
grains, gives a great deal of consideration 
to the feed value equivalent compared 
with corn. That is one of the major 
factors which is used to establish the 
price-support level to be accepted by the 
Secretary of Agriculture for the so-called 
feed grains. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] would strike from 
the bill section 204, which relates to these 
feed grains. The amendment would 
strike out that section completely, re
taining the provisions of law presently 
written. The law as presently written is 
now operated on the basis of what we call 
the modernized parity formula, which, 
within itself, has reduced the cash price 
supports for feed grains. 

The provision of the bill, which was 
adopted by a majority_ of the committee, 
would relate the cash price on feed grains 
to the support price on corn, on an equi
table basis. In other words, we cannot 
use the old parity formula on one com
modity and the new parity formula on 
another commodity without having 
some gross discrepancies. 

What the language of the committee 
bill would do is to place all these com
modities on a uniform standard and use 
as the common denominator the feed 
value equivalent. 

such a procedure is plain good sense. 
After all, anybody who knows the differ
ence between a bucket of oats and a 

·corncob must be aware that there is a 
feed value relationship between these 
respective grains. As has been pointed 
out on the floor, we have to watch what 
the price adjustments are, or else we are 
going to have one commodity all sealed 
up in storage bins because of a more 
favorable price under the loan program, 
and the other commodities being sold in 
the cash market and flooding the market. 

The purpose of the provision in the 
committee bill was to make the appro
priate adjustments. More than that, I 
think the purpose of the committee bill 
was to tell the Secretary of Agriculture 
very frankly what the standards would 
be for setting the price of these grains 
on the price-support program. 

It might be said, "There is wide discre
tionary authority under the present leg
islation. Why do we need new legisla
tion?" 

I am going to be very honest. I do 
not trust the Secretry of Agriculture. I 
frankly do not put any faith in what the 
Secretary is going to do. 
· There is wide discretion under the 
present law, literally from zero to 90 
percent. The Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN] says that with respect to 
feed grains the present law is in essence 
mandatory. I ask the Senator from Ver
mont, if the provisions of law are man
datory why are they not under those 
sections of the bill which provide for 
mandatory price supports? 

The present agricultural legislation, 
the act of 1949, has a section called 
Mandatory Price Supports. 

Included in mandatory price supports 
are . those basic commodities; included 
in mandatory price supports are dairy 
products, 75 to 90 percent. The feed 
grains are included under that section 

of the bill which covers discretionary 
authority. 

I have no faith in the discretionary 
authority of the present Secretary of 
Agriculture. He has already proved to 
me beyond shadow of a doubt that he is 
primarily interested in lowering feed 
costs. He is primarily interested ih 
lowering agricultural prices. He is pri
marily determined to lower agricultural 
income. · 

I will say for the Secretary that he is 
blunt about it. He says he thinks the 
farmers ought to have a little downward 
adjustment. He looks upon price sup
ports as a sort of emergency exit for 
farmers. He has a kind of "parachute" 
philosophy of agricultural economics. In 
other words, if everything blows up and 
it looks as if there is to b.e general dis
aster, he will provide some sort of little 
parachute for the farmer possibly to 
glide, without too much disaster to him 
individually, into the bottom of the val
ley. I have no faith in that kind of 
philosophy. I would be less than candid 
with my colleagues and with myself if 
I did not say so. 

Moreover, I have looked at the charts 
which the Secretary of Agriculture 
sent in. In those charts he tried to 
point out how small a proportion of 
agricultural income came from the so
called basic commodities. The purpose 
of those charts was to tell the Members 
of the Senate--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HuMPHREY. My I ask for addi
tional time? 

Mr. YOUNG. How much additional 
time does the Senator wish? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ten minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG. I yield an additional 

10 minutes to the Senator from Minne
sota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The purpose of 
those charts was to show to Members of 
the Senate that such a small amount of 
agricultural income came from the basics 
that there was no use becoming excited 
over 90 percent price support upon those 
commodities. But, Mr. President, I no- . 
ticed in those charts that the Secretary 
of Agriculture did not suggest a program 
which would strengthen the price sup
ports upon the so-called nonbasic com
modities. 

As has been related on the floor, the 
President of the United States, as a can
didate, promised that the nonperishable 
crops would be given the same protection 
as that available to the major cash crops. 
Frankly this amendment should read 
"from 82% to 90." That is the same 
kind of protection. 

If there is real concern as to whether 
the pledges were tacit, as I heard the 
majority leader say a while ago, that 
concern went out the window yesterday 
by the action of the Senate. Let not the 
mantle of purity and political integrity 
be picked up at this date in the Senate 
by the major-ity leader and others. We 
threw that off by a majority vote in the 
Senate yesterday. 

When we speak of feed grains we are 
talking about a great share of agricul
tural income; we are talking about thou
sands of farmers. 

I have in my hand a .listing of there
spective States of the Union which pro
duce a substantial or major part of the 
feed grain production in this Nation. 
For example, the State of Minnesota pro
duced 1,742,000 bushels of rye in 1952; of 
oats, we produced 204,555 bushels; of 
barley, we produced 28,400 bushels; of · 
soybeans, 21,945,000 bushels. The figure 
on soybeans has gone up since that time, 
because there is more shifting to soy
bean production. 

In other States a comparable situation 
is found. Nebraska produced 46,626,000 
bushels of oats, and Kansas produced 
18,142,000 bushels of oats ·and 18,536,000 
bushels of grain sorghums. 

One can go from State to State and 
find that the feed grains account for a 
good part of the cash income and, of 
course, a very substantial part of the 
feed that is used on the farm for the 
purposes of cattle production, livestock, 
and pork production. 

So the purpose of the committee bill 
was to stabilize the price relationships. 
That is the only way any reasonable con
trol can be exercised over the balance of 
production or a balance afforded in pro
duction among these alternate feed 
grains. 

The amendment which the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG] offers 
is but an attempt to rescue something. 
It is an attempt to get something better 
than we now have. It should be done on 
the basis of the feed value equivalents of · 
the respective grains as related to the 
feed value of corn, which is the basic 
commodity and basic feed. That is the 
way in which the program ought to be 
operated. 

Very little argument to the contrary 
can be produced. Those who have 
studied this picture on the basis of sci
entific objectivity, those who have 
looked at it as producers, as feeders, as 
scientists, as economists, will agree with 
the position taken by the junior Senator 
from Minnesota, namely, that the feed 
value equivalent related to corn should 
be the basis of price support. 

We now have the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota to amend 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. The purpose of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota and the purpose of those 
of us who are joining with him is to see 
to it that the Secretary is at least re
stricted between the 75- to 90-percent 
parity figures, so he will not go away 
down the ladder on the first excuse, so 
h>J will at least have to make his discre
tionary authority operate within those 
limited confines. 

I think the Senator from North Da
kota answered all questions, insofar as 
controls are concerned, when he pointed 
out that those who argue for flexible 
price supports think they have the "mir
acle cure" for surplus production. This 
is some kind of new-what did they call 
the old medicine shows they used to 
have? It is like the old liniments. 
Ward's liniment was the name I was try
i:ng to think of. I remember that we 
used to have Ward's liniment on the 
shelves in the drugstore. I can still see 
it. Ward's liniment was sold fm: every
thing from dandruff to warts. It cured 
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one of everything from influenza down 
to Bright's disease. That may be com
pared to what are called flexible price 
supports. Just name the problem in ag
riculture and apply those simple words, 
"flexible price supports," and the diffi
culty all evaporates. 

While Ward's liniment was a fine 
product in a drugstore, on which the 
druggist made a reasonably good profit, 
I am here to say, as one who spent a 
little time in that· field, that it did not 
perform all the miracle cures claimed, 
but it did have a certain amount of psy
chological value because of its presence. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Did the Senator ever hear 

of Hadacol? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I have heard 

of that, too. 
Mr. KERR. I should like to say it 

promised even more and delivered iess 
than flexible price supports. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor. I have heard that Hadacol, how
ever, did deliver some pretty good mone
tary rewards, even if it did not deliver 
the cure, without any reference to the 
quality of the product. 

Finally, I hope that the legislative in
terpretation of the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. YouNG] 
would include what are now the pres
ent standards for adjusting price-sup
port levels on feed grains. I recall that 
when we debated and argued, in the 
Senate committee, over the committee 
language in S. 3052, the majority bill, 
we pointed out then that one of the 
standards the Secretary used to estab
lish price supports for feed grains, and 
possibly the most important standard, 
was the feed value equivalent to that of 
corn. I wish to make sure that that is 
included in the general legislative his
tory. I have heard nothing which would 
deny that it was being included, but we 
want to make sure that the Secretary 
is not just again playing a game of 
arithmetic, but rather, is trying to relate 
this to the problem of agricultural eco
nomics and the problem of production. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have a statement which I have 
prepared upon mandatory supports for 
feed grains included at this point in the 
RECORD, along With a number of tables 
which apply to the committee bill as 
well as to the amendment which is be
fore the Senate. Along with those are 
included tables which relate to the acre
age and farm value of different feed 
crops in several States of the Union in 
the year 1952. 

There being no objection, the. state
ment and accompanying tables were or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY ON MAN

DATORY SUPPORTS FOR FEED GRAINS 

On September 6, 1952, at Kasson, Minn., 
the then Republican candidate for President 
declared: 

"As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer-crops such as oats, bar
ley, rye, and soybeans-should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops." 

Section 204 of the farm bill would make 
good that promise. 

It provides mandatory rather than discre
tionary price support through 1956 for pro
ducers of oats, rye, barley, and grain sor
ghums. 

It links the support levels for these alter
native feed supplies to the support level for 
corn, on the basis of the feed-value ratio. 

I believe this is the fairest and soundest 
method of determining the support level for 
these competitive feed grains, to keep from 
upsetting normal and proper marketing rela
tionships between them. 

We have seen how easily marketing con
ditions could be upset by distorting price 
relationship between commodities that com
pete with each other. The most recent ex
ample is the relationship between cotton
seed and soybeans, where I regret to say that 
there is evidence of the Department of Agri
culture playing one against the other to the 
detriment of both. 

Feed grains are used interchangeably. The 
feed-value equivalent seems the logical way 
to establish and maintain proper price rela
tionships. 

If the Department of Agriculture does not 
now have adequate statistical . evidence to 
support findings on feed value equivalents, 
it should have. I regret to say that there 
have been too many indications of the De
partment acting arbitrarily in setting sup
port levels on some of these .commodities 
without due regard to the effect it would 
have on the competing commodities. 

Perhaps we need some feeding· experiments 
conducted by our agricultural experiment 
stations under various conditions in various 
areas to properly determine the feed value 
relationship between these feed grains upon 
which a proper ratio of price-support levels 
could be established. By placing respon
sibility upon the Department of Agricul
ture to use the feed value equivalent as the 
basis of determining the support level, I be
lieve we are quite properly calling for es
tablishment of such standards, even if they 
must be achieved on an experimental basis 
subject to adjustment on the basis of actual 
feeding tests. 

Failure to provide better assurance of sup
port for these commodities in any farm bill 
coming out of this Congress would be break
ing President Eisenhower's promise. There 
were no "ifs," "ands" or "buts" about this 
promise. We need to adopt this section to 
make good that promise, and take this phase 
of the support program away from the ar
bitrary discretion--or indiscretion--of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

The view of the minority of the commit
tee against the feed grains provisions raises 
the question if the feed grains provision of 
the bill sets different support levels for the 
secondary feed grains inside and outside the 
commercial corn area. The answer to that 
question is that the intent of the provision 
is to establish supports for the secondary 
grains at not more than 90 percent of old 
parity formula price, as is established for 

corn in existing legislation, and not less than 
a feed value equivalent level to the level at 
which corn is supported within the com
mercial corn area. 

The producers of the secondary feed grains 
and the farm organizations who represent 
them have never accepted the validity of the 
rollback or so-called modernized parity for
mula in its application to these commodities. 
The ·theory of the rollback formula is that 
the 10-year moving average gadget will cause 
calculated parity prices to move toward 
some kind of normal or free market price 
reflecting underlying changes in supply and 
demand forces. This concept itself is, in 
the first place, inconsistent logically with 
the equity content ,of the parity idea. The 
rollback feature means that when a com
modity gets into trouble and needs price 
support assistance the formula works year 
after year for 10 years to bring about a lower 
parity price, and thereby a lower support 
level. 

The theory of the rollback idea was that 
while years of lower prices would pull down 
the parity level, on the other hand, years of 
higher prices would pull parity back up. 
But in the case of these secondary feed 
grains, the formula has not worked out that 
way. Imports from Canada combined with 
special efforts of the Government to en
courage increased production in war years 
have both worked to hold down prices in 
years of scarcity and to make prices lower 
than they would otherwise be even in low 
price years. Thus the so-called modE-rnized 
formula had only one way to work-that is 
to push down the ' parity price year after 
year. 

If ~armers had not been encouraged by the 
Government to grow ample supplies of oats, 
rye, barley, and grain sorghums, the market 
prices of these commodities would have been 
considerably higher during the Korean war 
than they were. It was in the national in
terest and in the best interest of the free 
world that increased ·supplies of theE'e im
portant grains were produced. But, and for 
that very reason, we should not allow some 
automatically operating mathematical gadg
et in our price-support laws to penalize the 
farmers who reacted so patriotically to the 
national need. 

Every time in the past few years that oats, 
barley, rye, or grain sorghums prices started 
to rise and thus incorporate higher market 
prices in the 10-year moving average of the 
so-called modernized parity formula, a flood 
of imports from Canada would drive the 
price back down. Yes, we should have an in
ternationalist foreign policy. But I don't 
think the entire cost of an intelligent for
eign policy should be charged to the pro
ducers of the feed grains by the mechanical 
operation of the 10-year moving average in 
the rollback parity formula or any other way 
except through means shared by all the peo
ple. These Canadian imports come in and 
prevent the free market price of these grains 
from rising as the theory supposed they 
would. 

1953 IMPORTS OF CANADIAN GRAINS 

Oats Barley Rye Feed wheat Total 

January ____________ ----- -- ______ _________ 7, 062, 659 1, 411,042 470,984 836,950 9, 781,635 
February---------------------- -- -- ------ - 4, 449,013 782,024 one 291, 913 5,522, 950 March ___________ ____ _____ _____ ___________ 

2, 729,313 205,589 416,946 381,775 3, 733,623 
ApriL ___ ----_--- ____ ______ ----- ____ -----_ 6, 703, 271 3, 354,364 1, 524, 475 343,542 11,925,652 
May_------------------------------- ----- 6, 525,091 2, 388,231 991,387 625,342 10,530,051 June _____________________________________ 

4, 439,337 1, 548,875 522,394 486,852 6, 997,458 
July------ -------------------------------- 6, 938,999 2, 148, 529 502, 048 352,280 9, 941,856 August_ ___ ____ __________ ----------- ______ 6, 871,017 4, 221, 222 1, 307,091 11,090 12,410,420 
September _____________ ------ ______ ------ 6, 923, 39G 4, 205,322 2, 371,316 12,297 13, "512, 331 
October __ --- ---- -- -----·--------------- --- 9, 889,841 4,360, 311 824,673 6,500 15,081,325 November ___________ _____________________ 13,657,860 6,173, 325 4, 398,389 729,495 24,959,069 
December ___________ --------------------- 10,214,830 4, 005,559 2, 537, 225 321,506 .17, 079, 120 

TotaL ___ ___ ________________________ 86,404,627 34,804, 393 15,866, 928 4, 399,542 141, 475; 490 In bond Jan. 1, 1954 ___ _: _________________ _ 6, 768, 484 2, 723,645 762, 000 (I) (10, 254, 129) 

1 Not available. 
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1954 IMPORTS OF CANADIAN GRAINS 

Oates Barley Rye Feed wheat Total 

January---------------------------------- 1, 705, 169 298,627 56, 111 472,302 2,532, 209 
February--------------------------------- 1, 910,557 713,342 695,045 177,234 3,496,178 
March------ ____ -------------------------- 1, 741,655 598, 241 221,471 174, 274 2, 735,641 
.April ___________ -_------------------------ 3, 642, 150 2, 945,063 li54,113 682, :J27 7, 832,653 

TotaL ___________ --- ____ -_---------- !l, 999,531 4, 555,273 1, 526, 740 1, 506, 137 16,587,681 
May 2------------------------------------ 4, 500,000 3, 400,000 -------------- 600,000 8, 500,000 
June 2 --- ... -------------------------------- 3, 000,000 2, 500,000 -------------- 800,000 6, 300,000 

To taL _______ __ _ -_------------------ 16,499,531 10,455,273 1, 526,740 2, 906, 137 31,387,681 
In bond July 2, 1954---------------------- -------------- 19,000 3, 228,000 347,000 3, 594,000 

2 Preliminary, based on Canadian reports of United States imports. 

CANADIAN VERSUS UNITED STATES GRAIN 

It is reasonable to asume that every bushel 
of Canadian feed grain replaced United States 
grain in domestic consumption causing CCC 
to take over an equivalent amount under 
price-support programs. 

The following table shows the country 
warehouse cost for handling and storage of 
an equivalent amount c1f grain the first 
year. If the grain has to be moved to termi
nal storage, there would be additional costs 
for weighing, inspection, and transportation. 

Oats----- --------102, 904, 158X15. 4 cents=$15, 847, 240.33 
Barley---------- 45,249, 665X20. 8 cents= 9, 411,930.53 
R ye 1 ____________ 20,621, 668X21. 3 cents= 4, 392,415.28 
F eed wheat_____ 7, 305, 679X22. 3 cents= 1, 629, 166. 42 

TotaL ________ 176, 081,171 31,280,752.56 
Storage cost per month___________________ 2, 606,729.38 
Storage cost per daY---------------------- 86,890.98 

1 Includes rye in bond, July 1, 1954. 

Aside from the Government requests for 
increased production in wartime and the 
Canadian imports, other factors have inter
vened to p~event the transitional parity from 
achieving a fair balance. 

During every crisis such as wartime price 
ceilings have been invoked at 100 percent 
of parity. As a result, with no opportunity 
for periods of high prices to offset periods 
of low prices, the only direction the 10-year 
moving-average could go is down. 

Thus so-called modernized parity for these 
products has been constantly down, pre
vented by wartime demands and good inter
national policy from rising as in theory they 
were supposed to do. The result is that all 
of the forces are tending to drive down the 
modernized parity price of these commodities 
toward zero. The report of the majority of 
the Committee on Agriculture shows what 
has happened to the so-called effective parity 
prices of these commodities. Barley parity 
dropped from the $1.73 per bushel level to 
$1.36; oats from $1.12 to 88 cents per bushel; 
rye, $2.02 to $1.71, and grain sorghums from 
$3.39 per hundredweight to $2.54. 

Secretary Benson's action dropping the 
supports of three of these grains by another 
5 percent from 1953 to 1954 will have the 
effect for the next 10 years of still further 
reducing the so-called modernized parity 
price. It will be 1966 before the depressing 
effect of his action of reducing supports for 
1954 will have worked itself out of the 
10-year moving acreage. 

Because these commodities have already 
been on rollback parity ever since 1949 the 
minority view is able to attempt ridicule 
instead of stable argument to oppose the 
support levels the majority has recommended 
for the secondary feed grains in this bill. 
They point out that the levels we urge are 
above 90 percent of the n~w parity formula. 
What they don't point out is that the pro
posed levels vary between 68 and 90 percent 
of the true parity price of these commodities. 
What they don't point out is that while they 
propose to hold corn at the old parity price, 
they attempt to force the other feed grains 
into accepting a secondary position because 
these grains have already been put on the 
sliding parity formula. Since all of these 
feed grains compete in the market with 
corn, and in many areas compete for land, 

capital, and labor resources common sense 
requires that support levels of the different 
feed grains be kept in a reasonable relation
ship to each other. 

This is what the proposal of the majority 
of your committee has recommended. A 
pound of meat, o:· milk, or eggs is just the 
same regardless of which kind of grain the 
livestock ate. I understand the animal is 
just as happy. The meat is just as valuable, 
and scientific feeding ratios considered, the 
different feeds are worth just as much for 
feed. 

I am not opposed to firm adequate sup
ports for the so-called basic commodities. 
I feel that we must provide that. But I do 
want to say this. Any product that a farm 
family produces is a basic to that family. 
The farmer that depends for his income upon 
the production of rye or oats or grain sor
ghums is as dependent upon the prices and 
income from his commodities as are the 
producers of dairy products, cotton, wheat, 
or any other of the so-called basics. And 
whether there are 10,000 or 1 million farmers 
in total who produce that commodity makes 
no real difference in that regard. 

This body has already acted to extend 100 
percent of parity price supports to the pro
ducers of wool. And I am for that, particu
larly since the supports will be carried out 
by means of production payments to farmers. 
My point is that there are few if any more 
wool producers than there are producers of 
oats, barley, grain sorghums, and rye. 

The present law provides mandatory sup
ports for tung nuts. There are more rye pro
ducers in my State than there are tung-nut 
producers in the entire United States. And 
I favor price supports for tung-nut producers 
and for peanut producers, but there are 
more feed-grain prqducers in the great 
Northwest States, than there are peanut 
producers in the Southern States. I favor 
adequate supports for the secondary feed 
grains for the same reasons I favor supports 
for wheat, cotton, corn, tobacco, rice, pea
nuts, dairy products, tung nuts and honey
all of which have mandatory supports in 
the existing law. 

There are broad areas in this country 
where different ones of the secondary feed 
grains are as important within that area as 
any of the so-called basics are on a nation
wide basis. 

The 1950 Census of Agriculture reported 
157,000 commercial farms in Minnesota. The 
same census shows that 122,000 farmers pro
duce oats, 39,000 produce barley, and 9,000 
produce rye. 

In Nebraska there were 100,000 commercial 
farms and 60,000 oats producers; 10,000 bar
ley producers; and 6,000 rye producers. In 
Kansas 112,000 commercial farms and 40,000 
oats producers; 8,000 producers of barley. 
In Iowa almost as many farmers produce 
oats as produce corn. The same is true of 
Illinois. There are 71,000 oats producers in 
Indiana and 5,000 producers of rye. There 
are 24,000 oats producers in Texas. There 
are 85,000 oats producers in Ohio. There 
are more oats producers in Missouri than 
there are wheat producers. 

In many of these States and others the 
acreage of land devoted to these secondary 
feed grains is a sizable proportion of the 

total cropland harvested figure. I ask unan
imous consent to insert in the RECORD these 
tables of Census Bureau figures showing the 
acreage harvested, the production in bushels, 
the number of farms producing, and the 
number of commercial farms in selected 
States. These tables prove conclusively that 
the feed grains covered by this provision rec
ommended by the majority of your Commit
tee on Agriculture are very important in 
the farm situation in various States: 

Acreage and farm value of different field, 
crops in Minnesota, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 19531 

Wheat_-----------------------Rye __________________________ _ 
Corn __________________ ------ __ 

Oats __ -----------------------
Barley_-- ---------------------

~~~~~: ~~~ ~:~~s============ 
Flaxseed_---------------------
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

.Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

1, 076,000 
129,000 

5, 281,000 
5, 245,000 
1, 136,000 

(1) 
1, 155,000 
1, 048, 000 
6, 510,000 
2, 203,000 

Produo
.tion 

(bushels) 

16,998,000 
1, 742,000 

266, 690, 000 
204, 555, 000 
28,400,000 

(1) 
21,945,000 
10,845,000 

231, 697, 000 
32,790,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain_______________________________ 123,211 
Sorghum for grain--------------------------- 21 
Wheat--------------------------------------- 41,382 
Oats, threshed------------------------------- 132,311 
Barley, threshed_--------------------------- 38, 925 
Rye, threshed_ __ ____________________________ 8. 763 
Flaxseed, threshed __ ------------------------ 50, 802 
Soybeans, for beans __ ----------------------- 34,334 
Cropland harvested, 1949 _____________ acres __ 19, 709, 121 
Total commercial farms_____________________ 157,239 

Acreage ana farm value of aiflerent field, 
crops in Nebraska, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 19531 

Rye ____________ ---------------
Corn __ ---------_-------------
Oats_------------------------
Barley_-----------------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

170,000 
7,080, 000 
2, 454,000 

172,000 
97,000 

2, 893,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

1, 700,000 
261, 960, 000 
46,626,000 
3, 440,000 
2, 231,000 

53,997,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain_______________________________ 87,235 
Sorghum for grain _________________________ _._ 4, 514 

Oats, threshed------------------------------- 59, 784 

~~~~riJ~~:~~~--:=========================== 1g: ~~ Cropland harvested, 1949 ____________ acres __ 19,406,990 
Total commercial farms--------------------- 99,934 
Cottonseed production __ -------------------· (1) 

1 Not available. 

Acreage ana farm value of aifferent field, 
crops in Kansas, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

WheaL:----------------------
Rye ____ -----------------------Corn _________________________ _ 

Oats __ -----------------------
Barley_ -------- --- ------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Soybeans for beans ___________ _ 
Flaxseed ____ ------------------
F eed grains other than corn_; __ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

14,649,000 
42,000 

2, 720,000 
885,000 
86,000 

1,324,000 
640,000 

7,000 
2, 337,000 

647,000 

Produc· 
tion 

(bushels) 

307, 629, 000 
462,000 

59,480,000 
18, 142,000 

1, 333,000 
18,536,000 

7, 360,000 
38,000 

38,473,000 
7, 398,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Com for grain_______________________________ 62,014 
Sorghum for grain___________________________ Z4, 635 
Wheat_______________________________________ 87, 782 

~~;ie;~r~~~;ged.--~~=========================: 
4
g: 5~~ Rye, threshed_______________________________ 1, 838 

Flaxseed, threshed___________________________ 1, 492 
Soybeans for beans ____ ---------------------- 10,693 
Cropland harvested. 1949 _____________ acres __ 21, 4!'3, 734 
Total commercial farms---------------------- 112,333 
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Acreage and farm value of different field 

crops in Iowa, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Wheat.-----------------------
Rye ___ --_-------------------- -Corn _________________________ _ 

Oats __ ---------------------- --
Barley_-----------------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Soybeans for beans ___ ________ _ 
Flaxseed __ --------------------
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

163,000 
7,000 

10,903,000 
6,182,000 

23,000 
(1) 

I, 474,000 
40,000 

6, 212,000 
1, 514,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

3,579,000 
108,000 

697, 792,000 
216, 370, 000 

690,000 
(1) 

37,587,000 
540,000 

217, 168,000 
38,127,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census) 
Corn for grain_______________________________ 181,847 
Sorghum for grain.-------------------------- 89 
Wheat _____ ---------------------------------- 16, 389 
Oats, threshed_______________________________ 164, 423 
Barley, threshed----------------------------- 1, 695 
Rye, threshed_______________________________ 1, 800 
Flaxseed. threshed___________________________ 4,119 
Soybeans for beans.------------------~------ 56,112 
Cropland harvested, 1949 _____________ acres __ 22,547,337 
Total commercial farms_ ____________________ 187,702 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Illinois, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Wheat __ ---------------------
Rye ___ ------------------------Corn ____ ---- __ ---- __ -- _______ _ 
Oats __ -----------------------
Barley._-------- --------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Soybeans for beans __ --------- 
Flaxseed __ --------------------
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

1, 810,000 
33,000 

8, 911,000 
3, 359, poo 

22,000 
(1 ) 

3, 547,000 
(1) 

3, 414,000 
3, 547,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

4I, 630,000 
462,000 

516, 838, 000 
124, 283, 000 

649,000 
( I) 

85,128,000 
(1) 

25,394, 000 
85,128,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

!United States census] 
Corn for grain_______________________________ 160, 618 
Sorghum for grain--------------------------- 54 
Wheat_ ____ --------------------------------- 55, 670 
Oats, threshed___ ____________________________ 113,694 
Barley, threshed____________________________ 2, 606 
Rye, threshed______ _________________________ 3, 699 
Flaxseed, threshed___________________________ (I) 
Soybeans, for beans______ ________________ ___ 82,782 
Cropland harvested, 1949 ____________ acres __ 20,364,489 
Total commercial farms _____________________ 160,867 

1Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Indiana, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Wheat ____ --------------------
Rye ___ ------------------------Corn _________________________ _ 

Oats_------------------------ 
Barley __ ----------------------
Sorghum for grain ___ --------- -
Soybean for beans ____________ _ 
Flaxseed. ______ ---------------
Feed grains or other than corn_ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

1, 540,000 
47,000 

4, 646,000 
1, 416,000 

24,000 
2, 000 

1, 638,000 
(1) 

1, 489,000 
1, 638,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

36,960,000 
658,000 

232, 300, 000 
50,268,000 

648,000 
66,000 

38,493,000 
(1) 

51,640,000 
38,493,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain ... ---------------------------- 127,853 
Sorghum for grain________ ___________ ________ 65 
WheaL-------------------------------------- 71, 5ilO Oats, threshed _____ ___ _____________ ___ ._______ 70, 708 

~~~~il1:!~e:~~~----~========================== ~: ~~~ 
~~~.ts::~~ ;~:·1~~~-----======================== (~. 343 Cropland harvested, 1949 _____________ acrcs .. 11,000,662 
'l'otal commercial farms_____________________ 123,222 

1 Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Texas, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 19531 

Wheat._----------------------
Rye ____ ____ -------------------Corn _________________________ _ 

Oats . ___ ----------------------
Barley __ ----------------------

~~~'b~~: ~~~ 'g:~~~============ Flaxseed ____________ _____ ____ _ 
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

3, 011,000 
27,000 

2, 232,000 
820,000 
60,000 

2, 682,000 
(1) 

125,000 
3, 589,000 

125,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

34,626,000 
216,000 

41,292,000 
20,910,000 

870,000 
48,236,000 

(1) 
1, 062,000 

70,232,000 
1, 062,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain---------------- --------------- 146, 230 
Sorghum for grain___________________________ 60, 710 
Wheat_______________________________________ 34, 227 
Oats, threshed .. ----------------------------- 23, 996 
Barley, threshed_____________________________ 4, 578 
Rye, threshed_______________________________ (I) 
Flaxseed, threshed___________________________ 3, 860 
Soybeans for beans ____ -- -------------------- 41 
Cropland harvested, 1949. ____________ acres . . 28, 107,865 
Total commercial farms____________ ________ _ 226,693 
.Cottonseed production ________________ tons__ 1, 580,000 

1 Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Missouri, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953! 

Wheat.---------------------- -
Rye __________ --------------- __ Corn ____________________ • ____ _ 

Oats __ -----------------------
Barley __ ----------------------Sorghum for grain __ __________ _ 
Soybeans for beans ___________ _ 
Flaxseed __ _______ -------------
Feed grains other than corn __ 
Soybeans and :flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

I, 199,000 
25,000 

4, 232,000 
1, 194,000 

60,000 
30,000 

1, 724,000 
(1) 

1, 224,000 
1, 724,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

26,378,000 
300,000 

173, 512, 000 
26,268,000 
1, 500,000 

540,000 
32,756,000 

(1) 
26,808,000 
32, 756,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain_______________________________ 138,083 
Sorghum for grain___________________________ 3, 317 
Wheat_ ____ ---------------------------------- 53, 549 
Oats, threshed_______________________________ 64,425 
Barley, threshed__________________ ___ ________ 66,306 

~l~~s!~~t~~~s1led.-_-_-_-_-_-::::::::::::::::::::: c~f· 712 

Soybeans for beans_____ _____ ________________ 24, 717 
Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) _____________ I2, 263,847 
Total commercial farms. __ ------------------ 164,600 
Total cottonseed production (tons)---------- 168,000 
. I Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Mississippi, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953) 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

Wheat __ ----------------------
Rye ___ ------------------------
Corn ____ -------------- _______ _ 
Oats . __ ---------------------- -
Barley ____ --------------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Soybeanc; for be'lns _____ ______ _ 
Flaxseed __ . ________ __ _ --------
Feed Jl'rains other than corn __ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

I Not available. 

9,000 
(1") 

1, 721,000 
167,000 
(1) 
(1) 

45\000 
(1) 

167,000 
455,000 

234,000 
(1) 

27, 5::\6,000 
6, 179,000 

(I) 
(I) 

6, 142, OOJ 
(1) 

6, 179,000 
6, 142,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain _______ __ ___ ___ ____________ ____ _ 
Sorghum for grain ___________________________ _ 

vVheat ..... _. __ -------------------------------Oats, threshed .. __________ _____ __________ ____ _ 
Barley, threshed ________ ____________ ----- ____ _ 
Rye, threshed _____ _____ ________________ _____ _ 
Flaxseed, threshed __ _______________ ---- ______ _ 

1 Not available. 

183,713 
550 
376 

3, 517 
(1) 
(1) 
(I) 

NUMBER OF FARMS Tl-:AT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FmLD CROPS, 1949-Continued 

Soybeans for b eans _-- ------------------------ 4, 314 
Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) ______________ 6, 136, 206 
Total commercial farms_--------------------- 156,696 
Cottonseed production (tons)_________________ 755,000 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Virginia, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953) 

Wheat _____ ---- ____ -----------
Rye ___ _ -----_----- ___________ _ 
Corn __ ----------- ____________ _ 
Oats. ___ ----------------------
Barley_------------ -----------Soq?;hum for jl'rain ___ _________ _ 
Soybeans for beans __ _________ _ 
Flaxseed ______ ----------------
Feed Jl'rains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed __ ______ _ 

I Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

357,000 
16,000 

958,000 
143,000 
82,000 
(I) 

174,000 
(1) 

241,000 
174,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

7, 590,000 
240,000 

31,614,000 
4, 719,000 
2, 788,000 

(I) 

2, 958,000 
(1) 

7, 747,000 
2, 958,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

!United States census] 
Corn for grain·------------------------------- 103,368 
Sorghum for grain____ ________________________ (I) 
Wheat _______ --------------------------------- 35, 434 
Oats, threshed·------------------------------- 11,462 
Barley, threshed______________________________ 8, 085 
Rye, threshed________________________________ 2, 438 
Flaxseed, threshed____________________________ (I) 
Soybeans for beans___ ____ _____________ _____ __ 6, 388 
Cropland harvested, 1949 ______________ acres .. 3, 313,849 
Total commercial farms______________________ 78,103 
Cottonseed production __ _______________ tons__ 10,000 

t Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Alabama, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953) 

·wheat __ ----------------------
Rye ___ ___ ----.----------------
Corn __ ___ --------- ___ •• ______ _ 
Oats . __ ----------------------
Barley __ ----------------------Sorghum for grain _________ _ 
Soybeans for beans ___________ _ 
Flaxseed _____ ------------- -- --
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed __ ___ ___ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

11,000 
(1) 

2,388, 000 
114,000 

(I) 
11,000 
92,000 
(1) 

125,000 
92,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

209,000 
(1) 

26,268,000 
3, 249,000 

(1) 
1,176,000 
1, 748,000 

(1) 
3,425, 000 
1, 748,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census) 
Corn for grain________________________________ 169,251 
Sorghum for grain__ __________________________ 2, 355 
Wheat _________ ___ ---------------------------- 920 
Oats. threshed ____ __________ .__________________ 3, 376 
Barley, threshed------------------------------ (1) 
Rye, threshed·------------------------------- (I) 
Flaxseed, threshed.--------------------------- (I) 
Soybeans for beaus.-------------------------- 1, 579 
Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) ______________ 5, 729,421 
Total commercial farms . __ - ------------------ 118,143 
Cottonseed production (tons)_________________ 356,000 

I Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in South Carolina, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 19531 

Wheat. ______________ ---------
Rye __________ -----------------Corn ______ ________________ ___ _ 

Oats. ___ ----------------------
Barley _____ ______ ----- --------

~~;~e~~s ffo~ 'b!~s:: ::::::::=: 
Flaxseed. ________ ___________ _ _ 
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

I Not available. 

Arreage 
harvested 
for grain 

184,000 
7,000 

1, 263,000 
582,000 
18,000 
4,000 

98,000 
(1) 

604,000 
98,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

3,680,000 
80,000 

18, 94.5, 000 
17,460,000 

486, 1)00 
74,000 

1, 127,000 
(1) 

18,020,000 
1,127,0W 
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NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 

FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain________________________________ 113,071 

;~~~~~:~~~~:~~:-:~;-:~--~~:-::~~~ ~.;: ~ 
Croplands harvested, 1949 _____________ _ acres __ 3, 959,822 
Total commercial farms_--------------------- 84,231 

1Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Arkansas, 1952 

(Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Wheat_ ______ -----------------Rye _______ _____________ -------
Corn .• _______ -------.---------
Oats ___ _______ ___ -------------
Barley------------------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Soybeans for beans ___________ _ 
Flaxseed _______ _____ ----------
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed __ ______ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

22,000 
(1 ) 

929,000 
123,000 

5, 000 
10,000 

866,000 
(1) 

138,000 
866, 000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

396,000 
(1) 

13,935,000 
3,998, 000 

105,000 
170,000 

13,856,000 
(1) 

4, 273,000 
13,856,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

United States census) 
Corn for grain-------------------------------- 96,575 
Sorghum for grain • . -------------------------- 1, 263 
Wlleat, threshed------------------------------ 1, 264 
Oats, threshed________________________________ 5, 701 
Barley, threshed------------------------------ 354 
Rye, threshed .. ------------------------------ (t) 
Flaxseed, threshed---------------------------- (1) 
Soybeans for beans. -------------------------- 8, 396 
Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres>-------------- 5, 930,093 
Total commercial farms______________________ 113,189 
Cottonseed production (tons)----------------- 543, 000 

'Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Washington, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Rye __________________________ _ 

Corn .. ----------------------.
Oats_------_---------.--------
Barley------------------------Sorghum for grain __ __________ _ 
F eed grains other than corn __ _ 

I Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

10,000 
21,000 

136,000 
84,000 
(1) 

230,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

100,000 
1, 239,000 
6, 800,000 
3,024, 000 

(1) 
9, 924,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain •. ------------------------------ 1, 444 
Sorghum for grain.--------------------------- (') 
Oats, threshed .. ------------------------------ 8, 055 
Barley, threshed------------------------------ 3, 315 
Rye, threshed .. --------------- --------------- 251 Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) ______________ 4, 236,705 
Total commercial farms •. -------------------- 39,355 
Cottonseed production----------------------- (') 

1 Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in California, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Rye ____ -----------------------Corn __ ----. __ • __ ---- ______ ----
Oats __ --- --------------~-----
Barley_-----------------------Qorghum for grain ____________ _ 
Feed grains other than corn . . '.. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

8,000 
78,000 

170,000 
1, 497,000 

95,000 
1, 770,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

96,000 
2, 730,000 
5, 525,000 

53,892,000 
3, 990,000 

63,503,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain-------------------------------- 1, 460 
Sorghum for grain •• -------------------------- 1, 436 
Oats, threshed·------------------------------- 2, 015 

~~~rb:~1~~~~----:=========================== b~· 
493 

Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres)-------------- 7, 956,671 
Total commercial farms______ ___________ _____ 99,164 
Cottonseed production (tons) (1952)__________ 741,000 

1 Not available. 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in PennsylVania, 1952 

[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 

Wheat_-----------------------
Rye----- ____ -------- _______ ---Corn _________________________ _ 

Oats __ -----------------------
Barley_- ----------------------Sorghum for grain ____________ _ 
i3oybeans for beans. __________ _ 
Flaxseed ____ ------------------
Feed grains other than corn __ _ 
Soybeans and flaxseed ________ _ 

1 Not available. 

Acreage 
harvested 
for grain 

845,000 
12,000 

1, 347,000 
755,000 
148,000 

(1) 
19,000 
(1) 

915,000 
19,000 

Produc
tion 

(bushels) 

19,012,000 
204,000 . 

66,003,000 
21,895,000 

5, 476,000 
{I) 
361, 000 
(1) 

27,575,000 
361,000 

NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census] 
Corn for grain-------------------------------- 96,681 
Sorghum for grain---------------------------- 2 
Wheat, threshed.----------------------------- 71, 097 
Oats, threshed-------------------------------- 70,693 
Barley, threshed------------------------------ 17,464 
Rye, threshed-------------------------------- 2, 426 
Flaxseed, threshed--------------------------- (') 
Soybeans for beans.-------------------------- 2,151 Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) ___ ___________ 5, 637,292 
Total commercial iarms. --------------------- 88,319 
Cottonseed production_---------------------- (1) 

1 Not available. 
This section of the bill does nothing more 

than to require the Secretary of Agriculture 
to put into effect the principles of good 
administration with respect to price supports 
for the feed grains. All of these feed grains, 
including corn, can be used more or less 
interchangeably in the feeding of livestock 
and poultry. The livestock or poultry feeder 
naturally shops around to see which of these 
grains he can buy at the best bargain in 
relation to the feeding value. If the price 
of oats is lower in relation to feed value than 
corn at the supported market price the feed
er will leave corn alone and buy oats. A 
feeder in the Corn Belt even may well find 
that he can store his corn under a price
support loan or purchase agreement and buy 
oats or barley or rye or grain sorghums in 
the market, if the support programs for 
these other commodities have allowed the 
market price to sag below the feeding value 

- equivalent level with corn. 
The result should be that when oats are 

relatively underpriced relative to feeding 
value in relation to corn, feeders bid up the 
price of oats and thus its price rises toward 
the relatively higher supported price of corn. 
The same situation is true with respect to 
the other secondary feed grains. 

And that would have been the case these 
past few years except that every time the 
price of these grains rose a little we received 
more imports from Canada which served to 
hold down market prices. One result has 
been that the market prices of corn have 
been allowed to sag more than 10 percent 
below the support level for corn itself, owing 
to the pressure of these other grains which 
should have been, but were not, supported 
at a feeding value equivalent level with the 
support level for corn. 

1 am reliably informed that in the 18 
months just past a total of 176,081,171 bush
els of such grains have been imported into 
the United States. For the individual grains, 
these included 102,904,158 bushels of oats, 
45 million bushels of barley, and 71 million 

bushels of rye. All of these imports served 
to depress the prices of secondary feed grains 
in the United States. These secondary 
grains were substituted in the domestic feed
using market for United States-produced 
corn; and an equivalent amount of corn un
doubtedly found its way into the inventory 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. A 
considerable share of the high storage costs 
that Secretary Benson has gone to such pains 
to talk about come from this source. Just 
to store th~ corn equivalent to these amounts 
of imported secondary feed grains come to 
a 1-year total of $31¥2 million; $2,606,729 per 
month; $86,890 per day. 

This is the kind of pressures that a dis
torted feed grain support system places upon 
the price-support program for corn. 1 have 
heard that the Department of Agriculture 
has justified its distortion of the support 
levels of the different feed grains with the 
statement that it is more efficient to run 
the program with corn alone. This causes 
the entire job of supporting feed grains to 
fall upon the price-support operation for 
corn, which is one of the six basics. 

Do I need picture for you the political 
effect of this? This kind of operation allows 
and encourages the Commodity Credit in
ventory on corn to build up artificially high. 
Then corn can be pointed to in alarm, like 
butter this year, as a program about to 

. break down. Thus corn will be transformed 
to the political target commodity in 1955. 
Efforts will be made to remove it as a basic 
commodity by using the scare tactics that 
have been employed this year against dairy 
products. 

Conceivably such tactics might work. And 
corn, like potatoes, might be nmde an "un
touchable." If that happens the whole po
litical structure supporting continued price 
supports for all the basic commodities as 
well as the designated nonbasics will be en
dangered. If corn goes, wheat could not 
conceivably be held. If corn and wheat go, 
it would be impossible to maintain the pro
grams for tobacco, peanuts, cotton, and rice. 
If these were gone is there anyone in this 
Chamber that thinks that supports for dairy 
products would be continued? 

Let us not kid ourselves, my colleagues. 
We are dealing here with a carefully designed 
plan to destroy the price-support program. 
To stop this attempt we must provide for 
mandatory supports for producers of the 
secondary feed grains. 

The majority report on this bill shows the 
manner in which the 1954 supports estab
lished by Secretary Benson have distorted 
support levels in relation to feeding values. 
Corn is supported at $1.62, although the 
market price was allowed to sag as low as 
$1.40. Barley was supported at 80 percent 
of its parity feeding value equivalent price; 
oats at 83 percent; rye at 90 percent; and 
grain sorghums at only 71 percent of its 
parity feeding value equivalent price. 

To argue that the levels we have suggested 
are too high relative to so-called modernized 
parity is no argument at all. I wish to read 
the remarks made by a Southern Congress
man, Mr. WHITTEN, of Mississippi, on the 
floor of the House on this problem: 

(From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 2, 
1954, pp. 9633-9634] 

"Mr. Chairman, I take this time to point 
out the difference between modernized par
ity and the other, or, as described, the old 
parity formula. Our Republican friends say 
'Give us the modernized version.' We hear 
everybody speak of modernized parity. You 
know, it sounds nice to say something is 
modern. Lots of people think it must be 
good if it is modern. 

"I would like to point out to you what is 
involved in this so-called modernized parity. 
The regular parity formula is based on an 
effort, 100 percent of it, to give the farmer 
the same comparative purchasing power that 
he had from 1909 to 1914. In order to give 
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the f armer that comparative purchasing 
power that he h ad in that period, an index 
is kept of the selli,ng price of various and 
sundry commodities which he buys and his 
support varies with the rise and fall of the 
cost of what he buys. So there is a tie- in on 
the old parity formula between what other 
things are costing and what the farmer 
gets for his commodity. 

"What is modernized parity? Modernized 
parity ties the support program to the aver
age price received by the farmer for the last 
10 years. That means that there is no tie-in 
between the supports he gets and the cost 
of things he must buy. It does not recog
nize his costs. I tell you that modernized 
parity could conceivably, year by year, re
duce supports down to where, over a period 
of years, there would be no support price a t 
all; not only that but his costs could be 
going just as r apidly or more so in the other 
direction. 

"The r.ecord shows that there is real rea
son to be disturbed about modernized parity, 
because it ignores rising cost s to the farmer. 
You canll.ot afford to ignore risin g costs. 
Since 1945 the costs attached to farm com
modities from the farmers' hands t o the 
consumer have increased 83 percent. Since 
World War II we have had 11 freight in
creases. Steel has gone up a number of 
times, and so with nearly everything else, 
and such trend will likely continue." 

Mr. WHITTEN's remarks apply directly to· 
this secondary feed grain problem. Let us 
not be fooled by attempts to ridicule pro
ducers of feed grains into taking action that 
will endanger the entire price-support pro
gram for all of the commodities including the 
six basics and da iry products. To preserve 
the price-support program from those who 
seek to destroy it, we must provide manda
tory feeding value support levels for the sec
ondary feed grains. 

The opposition to firm adequate price
support programs sometimes urges the so
called vast accumulation of surpluses as a 
major argument against the price-support 
program. If that is the criterion they want 
to follow then they will support the ma
jority of your committee and vote for sup
porting these secondary feed grains. The 
so-called "surplus" owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation or pledged to it for loans 
in the case of oats comes to the grand total 
of equaling a 10-day supply for the Na
tion's normal domestic consumption· and 
exports; less than 1 day 's supply is actually 
owned by CCC. We have 2 months and 26 
days supply of rye held by Commodity Credit 
Corporation; 1 ·month and 7 days supply of 
barley; and 1 month and 12 days supply of 
grain sorghums. Amounts as low as this 
can hardly be called burdensome surpluses. 

Even the total supply of corn owned by 
Commodity Credit Corporation and pledged 
to it for price-support loans on May 31, 1954, 
was equal only to a 3 months and 1% days 
domestic consumption and exports. And 
remember through this year, corn has been 
required by administrative rulings to carry 
almost the entire burden of supporting t he 
entire feed-grain m arket . 

Normal prudence as a Nation would indi
cate that under present unsettled world 
conditions, and the risks of hydrogen bombs 
and biological warfare, we should have a 
safety reserve stockpile of a fUll year's ne~ds 
~f these storable commodities. Does it make 
sense to have only 10 days supply of oats, 
for example? It is easy to see what has hap
pened. Secretary Benson has set the sup
port levels for corn and rye at their feed 
value equivalent levels, while lowering the 
supports for oats, barley, and grain sor
ghums. As a result Commodity Credit Cor
poration accumulated supplies of corn and 
rye , while we have da n gerously depleted our 
supplies of the other feed grains. I do not 
think we have too much corn on hand for 
national safety. Certa inly no one can say 

that 10 days supply of oats is a burdensome 
surplus in the hands of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Since this is such an important matter, 
I include in the RECORD ~t this point in xpy 

remarks the following table showing how 
long the present stocks of commodities of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation would 
last if the Nation had to call upon them in 
event of a ·catastrophe: 

Quantity of commodit1'es pledged for CCC loans and owned by CCC and months and days 
present su pply (as of May 31, 1954) willlast, .based on 1952 requirements 

Commodity Un it 

Total M onth and days pres-p ledged for Quantity 
loans and u sed per ent supply will last, 
owned by month, 1952 based on 1952require-

CCC m ents 

Corn~--________ _ _ _ ________ _ __ _ Thousand bushels ___________ ___ _ 803,617 I 262,743 3 mon ths 13-2 days. 
Cotton, u pland________________ Thousand balcs~---------------- 7,230 1, 015 7 months 3 days. 
Peanu ts, farmers' stocks and Thousand pounds _______ _______ _ 156,288 I 50,620 3 months 2 days. 

shelled. 
Rice_________ __________________ Thousand hundredweight_ ____ _ 1,372 13,842 11 days. 
Tobacco ___ ______________ ______ Thousand pounds ______________ _ 610, 392 170,251 3 months 18 days. 
W heat_-- ---- - -- - ------------- Thousand bushels ___ __________ _ _ 878,620 84, 107 10 months 14 days. 
Butter--- - --------- - ---------- '.rhousan d pounds ____________ __ _ 385, 364 115,750 3 mon th s 11 days. Cheese _____ ___ ________________ _____ do ____ __ ___ _________________ _ 392,276 102,250 3 months 27 days. 
M ilk, dried __ -------------- --- _____ do __ ________ ____ ____________ _ 644,460 86,250 7 month s 14 days. 
Honey ___ ----- ------- - - ---- --- _____ do __ _____ __ __________ _______ _ 1, 098 23,438 H~ days. 
Tung oil _____________________ ___ ____ do __ ___ _____ ___ ------_------- 28,098 4, 274 7 months. WooL __________ _______________ _____ do __ ________________________ _ 135,475 ------------
Barley_----------------------- 'l' housand bu shels ______________ _ 28,206 22,830 1 month 7 days. 
Beans, dry edible _____________ 'l'housand hundredweigh t_ _____ _ 2,050 - -----------Cottonseed _____ ----- - --------- T housand tons _________________ _ (2) 

--- ------~--
Cottonseed meaL ------------- Thousand pounds ________ ______ _ 171,651 440,833 12 days. 
Cottonseed oil ___ ______________ ____ _ do __ --------------- - --- - ---- 951, 784 113,250 8 mont hs 12 days. 
Flaxseed.. __ _____ ------------ --- T hou sand bushels _____ _________ _ 14,882 2, 955 5 mon ths 1 day. 
Grain , sorghum ___________ ____ T housand hundredweight_ __ ___ _ 22, 052 15,696 1 month 12 days. 
L inseed oiL _______ _________ ___ Thousand pounds ____ __________ _ 43,094 46,083 29 days. 
Oats ___ ----·-- - --- - ------------ T housand bushels ____ ___ _______ _ 36,778 113,703 10 days. 
Rye ___ ~-_- -- --- --- - ------- - --- _____ do __ ------------ - ----------- 4, 551 1, 593 2 mon ths 26 days. 
Soybeans ______________ _____________ do __ - - -- ---- -- -- ---- - - - ----- 2, 198 123,588 2~i days. 

I 1951. 
2 Less than a thou sand. 

The provision requiring that secondary 
feed grains be supported in relation to the 
established support level for corn is not a 
temporary one-shot proposition but estab
lished a consistent rule of administration. 
The support level for oats, rye , barley, and 
grain sorghums would be established in rela
tion to the support level of corn, whatever 
the support level for corn may be. The pur
pose of the provision is to establish the 
principle that the support levels of all of 
the feed grains should bear a commonsense 
relationship to each other. This provision 
does not establish some particular support 
level for these four commodities; merely the 
principle their supports shall be established 
in relation to corn in the same way that the 
free market does. 

As you will note if you read the minority 
report itself, in the table on page 62, the 
market prices of the five feed grains bear 
a closer relationship to feed value equiva
lents than do the support levels Secretary 
Benson established for 1954. Only in the 
case of grain sorghums 6-year average has 
the so-called free market price dropped much, 
below a feed value .equivalent ratio to corn. 
Every time that free m arket prices deviated 
from feed value equivalents the forces I de
scribed earlier went to work to bring them 
back toward that level. I do not believe 
all this price instability for the secondary 
grains is a desirable thing for the producers 
nor for the feeders nor for the public gen
erally. 

Demand for all of the feed grains rises 
and falls together, not separately as the 
minority committee contends. These com
modities are interchangeable as the price 
record indicates, and the market prices tend 
to maintain a feeding value equivalent even 
when price support levels and imports from 
Canada cause temporary disjointing. But if 
support levels of the secondary grains are set 
below the support level for corn, then corn 
goes into CCC loans and in ventories, while 
the secondary feed grains go into the market. 
Economically this could do long-term dam
ag-:: to the market for corn. But, even more 
important, disjointing secondary feed sup
port levels puts the full burden of feed 

grains market supports on the corn program, 
which is one of the keys to maintaining the 
entire price-support program. If we allow 
the program to be disjointed so that huge 
inventories of corn are built up, then we 
must accept that much more political pres
sure from the price fiexers to fix the price of 
corn. At the same time, we shall have al
lowed the flexing forces to bring about in
come instability among the families of sec
ondary feed grain producers as a byproduct 
of their attempt to " get" the corn program. 

The provision that feed grains be sup
ported at a feed value equivalent level to 
corn supports would mean that if the sup
port level for corn is flexed, so will be the 
support level for these other four grains. 
The bill the Senate is considering assumes 
the support level for corn will go on the 
sliding scale after 1955 and that corn parity 
prices will go on transitional down to mod
ernized parity. If that is the will of the 
next Congress to allow this "time bomb" to 
stand, and I hope the next Congress will 
not, this secondary feed grain provision will 
allow the level of support for oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums to fall down the sliding 
sca le and roll back parity right along with 
corn. I do not think any of these grains 
should be allowed to take such a loss. But 
my point is this: The provision now under 
consideration puts all of the feed grains in 
the same basket by law, an action that pru
dent and sensible administration would do 
anyway. The major effect of the provision 
to insure the forces inimical to the support 
program. will be unable to use manipulation 
of grain price supports to discredit the en
tire support program, as has been appar
ently attempted in 1954. 

The minority of your Agriculture Com
mittee suggest that all eight of the factors 
in present law should be used rather than 
feeding value as the criteria for the support 
levels for the secondary feed grains. This 
suggestion will not stand up under close 
inspection. 

One of t he eight factors is "perishability 
of the commodity." Certainly oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums possess storability 
in the same degree . and in the same way 
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that corn does. Another of the eight fac .. 
tors is availability of funds. It will take 
less funds to support all of the feed grains 
1n a correct relationship to each other than 
to put the entire burden of feed-grain sup
ports on the single commodity, corn. 

Another of the eight factors is the impor
tance of the commodity to agriculture and 
the national economy. I find no difference 
here between these five commodities. Oats, 
as completely interchangeable as it is with 
corn, certainly has the same importance, 
measured in feeding value ratios, pound for 
pound, as has corn. Each of the dollars 
earned by farmers growing oats bears the 
same relationship to farm purchasing power 
and the national economy as a dollar earned 
growing corn. There are different types 
of corn, and the entir~ price-support pro
gram for corn could be destroyed if we al
lowed each type to . be singled out and 
proved to be unimportant nationally. Yet 
that is the effect of the mino;rity reasoning, 
when they say that oats, or grain sorghums, 
in a feed sense another kind of corn, is un
important nationally because it is a small 
proportion of the total feed supply. 

The abllity to dispose of stocks acquired 
through a price-support operation is an
other of the eight factors. Certainly oats, 
barley, rye, and grain sorghums have this 
characteristic in the same manner and de
gree as corn. If corn can be disposed of so 
can rye, barley, oats, and grain sorghums in 
relation to feeding value equivalents. An
other of the eight factors · is the need for 
offsetting temporary losses of export mar
kets. None of these feed grains enter im
portantly into United States exports. How
ever, even if they did, the four secondary 
grains are interchangeable with corn at 
feeding value ratios. 

Ability and willingness of producers to 
keep supplies in line with demand is an
other of the eight factors. :The bill you are 
considering now abolishes marketing quotas 
with respect to corn. The Secretary of Agri
culture has already demonstrated in his now 
well-known regimentation order setting up 
"cross compliance" and "total acreage al
lotments" for the entire farm that he al
ready has the authority to li~it the 
production of the secondary feed grains in 
the same manner that he will have under 
this bill to regulate the production of corn. 
Moreover, the bill you are acting on now 
reiterates and substantiates this . authority 
of the Secretary. So this next year and in 
all years under this bill, the producers of 
the four secondary feed grains will be un
der the same regulations to keep supplies 
in line with demand as will the producers 
of corn. The Secretary will have the full 
authority, which he has already demon
strated that he is quite willing to use in its 
most stringent form, to control the supplies 
of rye, oats, barley, and grain sorghums in 
the same manner that he will control the 
supply of corn. So there is no difference 
here. 

If secondary feed grains relate to all of 
the 7 factors, other than feeding-value 
equivalent, in the same way that corn re
lates to them, I see no basis for the minority 
contention that all of those 7, in addition 
to feeding value, need to be included in the 
provision we are now discussing. The con
tention of the minority, since it makes no 
logical sense, must be psychologically a 
"dodge" to bring in a lot of verbiage behind 
which the Secretary of Agriculture can hide 
when he deviates secondary feed-grain sup
port levels from their feeding-value equiva
lents to the level of support for corn. 

If corn is supported at 90 percent of parity 
in 1955, the support levels for these other 
4 feed grains would be: Oats, 81 cents per 
bushel; barley, $1.31 per bushel; grain sor
ghums, $1.62 per hundredweight; and rye, 
$1.38 per bushel. These support prices are 

C-873 

tn direct ratio to feeding-value equivalents 
with the support for corn projected in 1955. 

The bill now under consideration would 
allow corn support price in 1956 to drop to 
as low as $1.28 per bushel (75 percent of 
transitional parity price of corn). If the 
next Congress should allow this to happen to 
corn, the support levels for the 4 secondary 
feed grains under this provision now under 
consideration would drop to: Oats, about 
58 cents per bushel; barley, about 94 cents 
per bushel; grain sorghums, about $1.17 per 
bushel; and rye, about 99 cents per bushel. 
By adopting this provision you will not be 
adopting the principle that their support 
levels should be kept in an intelligent ratio 
with corn supports. 

I do not want to conclude this statement 
without calling the Senate's attention to an 
important consideration that we are apt to 
overlook in our global considerations at the 
debating level. That is this. The good farm 
families in Minnesota and other States that 
produce rye, oats, barley, and grain sor
ghums are living human beings who need 
decent incomes and family purchasing power 
just the same as the producers of corn. The 
producers of the secondary feed grains are 
just as patriotic Americans and depend upon 
their own work for their living to fully the 
same extent as do the producers of wool, 
whom this bill proposes to give price sup
ports of at least 100 percent of parity. Let 
us not forget the people while we are debat
ing the economics of price supports. Let us 
not forget that the businessmen on Main 
Street in areas of Minnesota where rye is 
a major crop are just as dependent upon 
good incomes for rye producers as the busi
nessmen on Main Street in parts of Kansas 
are dependent upon good income from wheat 
production. Most of the Main Street busi
nessmen of Minnesota know this. I have 
received many of their letters and petitions 
and these are in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS 
of the past months. The same is true of the 
wage earners. The wage earners have seen 
tractor factory payrolls cut, production 
schedules slowed down, because the pro
ducers of rye, oats, barley, and grain sor
ghums have reduced incomes. The effect 
here, dollar for dollar, is the same as when 
wheat or cotton or corn incomes fall. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Finally, Mr. Pres
ident, I hope every Senator knows what 
we have been doing during every hour of 
this debate. We have proceeded step by 
step, but not with the help of the junior 
Senator from Minnesota, to cut agricul
tural income. We have been ignoring 
the facts of population. We have ig
nored the growing food needs of this 
country. There has not been an intel
ligent speech made on the part of those 
who support flexible price supports 
which takes into consideration the need 
for millions of acres of new land and 
new crop acres to meet tt.e food needs 
of America. 

By 1960, 175 million Americans will be 
living in this blessed Republic. There 
will be 2, 700,000 more mouths to feed 
every year, at a minimum. Think of it, 
Mr. President. 

The only kind of vision I see here is 
the kind with the eyes in the back of 
the head, looking to the rear, to the 
good old days, which were not so "hot" 
in the first ·place. 

I suggest that the Senate ought to 
think of itself as young men think of 
themselves, who have hope and faith 
in the future, and who can look at little 
cribs that will be filled. I hope that the 
love of life has not yet gone out of this 
Chamber. 

There will be over 220 million Ameri
cans in this country by 1975, according 
to the most conservative estimates. 
There will be 175 million Americans by 
the time the terms of some of our Mem
bers run out after the coming election. 
By 1960 there will be a minimum of 175 
million Americans, in a world in trouble 
in a world where Communist forces ar~ 
taking over the areas ·of food production 
right under our very noses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 3 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It will be in a 
world in which the Communist forces 
are taking over the Rice Bowl of the 
Indochina Delta, and in which the Com
munist forces are beginning to under
stand the application of food to world 
politics. 

The Senate apparently has lost its 
good judgment. We vote billions of dol
lars for military assistance, and billions 
of dollars for defense. Yet here we sit 
with the greatest asset in the world 
food, in a world of hunger, in a world 
of misery, and in a world of want and 
we sit here as though we had bee~ hit 
on the head with a hammer, not know
ing what to do, while we hold in our 
hands God's greatest blessing, food. 

It is that philosophy which is being 
embraced in this action by Congress on 
agricultural legislation, and I say it is a 
philosophy which is a negation of our 
history, and a negation of our faith in 
the future. 

We are thinking about how to dispose 
of food, instead of thinking how to help 
people. We are thinking of how to con
trol a surplus, instead of thinking about 
what this country is going to do 5 years 
from now, or 6 years from now, or 10 
years from now. 

Even if I never get back to the Senate 
this will be a dark day in the history of 
the entire United States. It is a pathetic 
situation when Members of the Senate 
do not have the vision to recognize the 
needs of the future, do not even have 
faith in the present, and cannot, appar
ently, accept the challenge of imagina .. 
tive leadership and use two of the great
est of God's gifts, food and fiber. I am 
ashamed. I regret what is taking plac~ 
here. Not only have we ignored our own 
producers and consumers, but we have 
abrogated our leadership at home and 
abroad. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expirec!. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 20 
minutes to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I re
gret that it is the considered judgment 
of the junior Senator from Minnesota 
that there has not been an intelligent 
speech made by those of us who are in 
favor of flexible price supports which 
takes into consideration the possibility 
of a rising population. 

For years I have been pointing out, in 
the Senate and out of the Senate, that 
the day is not too far distant when we 
shall need all the agricultural resources 
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of the United States. I have been point
ing out that some day the population of 
this country will be such that we will be 
able to absorb the tremendous quantities 
of food we are producing, provided sci
ence does not keep pace with the increase 
in population and add tremendous quan
tities of food which - will be produced 
under new scientific methods to offset 
the increase in population. 

Perhaps our eyes are in the backs of 
our heads. Perhaps we do not know 
anything about what is going on in the 
world. 

We might analyze some of the amend
ments which have been offered to this 
bill and prove that it is also possible that 
other people may have made mistakes. 

For example, section 304, to which the 
Senator from Minnesota so strongly re
ferred and of which he so vehemently 
reminded us and called our attention to, 
is supposed to stabilize prices, according 
to the statement of the junior Senator 
from Minnesota. 

I voted against that amendment in 
committee, and I am glad I voted against 
it, because it provides that oats, rye, 
barley, and grain sorghums shall be sup
ported at not less than the level the Sec
retary shall determine as the feed-value 
equivalent of the support level for corn. 

What is the support level for corn? 
It is one figure inside the commercial 
corn areas and 75 percent of that out
side the commercial corn areas. Eighty 
percent of all the barley produced in this 
country is produced outside the commer
cial corn areas. In order to stabilize the 
price, we are asked to fix the feed ratio 
one way in one area, and 85 percent of 
the country will have a feed ratio 75 
percent less than that. 

Let us realize that if we use the sup
port level on corn it will be $1.62 inside 
the commercial corn area and $1.21 out
side the commercial corn area. 

There is before the Senate an amend
ment designed to stabilize prices which 
directs the Secretary to fix the price on 
the basis of $1.62 if the oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums are produced inside 
the commercial corn areas, but that the 
Secretary shall support the price at $1.21 
if the grains are produced outside the 
commercial corn areas. 

We are told that we are looking out 
of the backs of our ·heads when we 
realize that 60 percent of the oats are 
produced in the commercial corn areas, 
that 45 percent of the rye is produced 
within those areas, and 20 percent of 
barley and 20 percent of. the grain 
sorghums. 

When I first read the amendment, it 
seemed as though it might be very in
teresting to my part of the country and 
to some other parts of the country, be
cause in the case of grain sorghums, 
which are now being supported at 85 
percent, the support level would be raised 
to 113 percent of parity. 

We have heard much talk about equal
izing everything. However, who has 
asked to raise the support level to 113 · 
percent on grain sorghums? No grain
sorghum producer in my State has said 
he wanted it raised to that amount and 
no grain-sorghum producer in any area 
in my State has said he wanted 113 

percent of parity. No producer in my 
State would get 113 percent of parity, 
because we are outside · the commercial 
corn area. Therefore, a farmer who 
lives within a commercial corn area will 
get 113 percent and farmers who live 
outside a commercial corn area will get 
75 percent of that figure in order to 
stabilize prices in this country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. - I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not that 113 

percent refer to the modernized parity 
formula? We have two formulas. One 
is the corn formula, which is the old 
formula now in the law, and which will 
be the law until 1955, and the other is 
the modernized parity formula, which 
applies to feed grains. What would be 
the percentage of parity if the modern
ized parity program were used across 
the board as related to corn? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Unfortunately, I 
must take the language of the Senator's 
amendment, and that is what throws the 
support price to 118 percent of parity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not the 
amendment apply to parity programs 
relating to corn? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not the lan

guage also apply in such a manner that 
it would be uniform across the board? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it would not be 
uniform across the board. That is what 
I have been trying to show. · Within the 
commercial corn area the support price 
on oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums 
would be one thing, and outside the com
mercial corn area the support price 
would be 75 percent of that. There is 
no reason anyone can advance for that 
sort of discrimination. 

Let me turn to the amendment offered 
by the able Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. YouNG]. He said we had been talk
ing about fiexible price supports running 
from 75 to 90 percent on small grains. 
We wrote title III of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, which authorized the Secre
tary to make available price supports on 
nonbasic agricultural commodities up to 
90 percent of the parity price. we had 
complete fiexl.bility. We had it from 0 to 
90 percent. What has the Secretary done 
in the past? He supported grain sor
ghums from 1940 to 1953. He supported 
them from 55 percent of parity in 1940 
to 85 percent in 1953. The price of grain 
sorghums is now being supported at 
85 percent of parity. So far as I know, 
the producers are well satisfied with that 
figure. Seventy-five may be too high; 
85 may be too high. Conditions change 
a great deal. 

Oats have been supported from 48 per
cent of parity to 80 percent of parity. 
Rye has been supported from 38 percent 
of parity to 85 percent of parity. 

The Secretaries of Agriculture of the 
United States have had to act upon these 
things as best they could, trying to find 
out what was the best thing to do for the 
agricultural population of the country. 

What is wrong with the law the way it 
is now written? What are we complain
ing -about? To be sure, references have 
been made to the Kasson, Minn., speech. 
What did the then candidate of theRe-

publican Party, and now the President 
of the United States, promise to the 
farmers of this Nation? He promised 
that he would try to support the non
basic commodities in line with the basic 
commodities, which he did. What has 
been the result? When we support them 
at 85 percent of parity, I think he ful
fills his platform pledge. Who is com
plaining about it? 

We can get ourselves into all sorts of 
trouble in connection with these matters. 
Take, for example, what happened in 
the case of potatoes. The Secretary of 
Agriculture had a right to determine 
eligibility for price supports, and in de
termining eligibility he could give price 
support on potatoes, provided the pro
ducers kept their supply within reason
able limits. So the Secretary of Agri
culture announced that he would apply 
acreage allotments, but not marketing 
quotas. There is a difference between 
the two. When the Secretary said there 
would be acreage allotments, what did 
the producers do? They changed the 
distance between the rows and began us
ing unusual and tremendous quantities 
of fertilizers and fungicides, and where 
previously we had had records running 
from 100 to 200 bushels of potatoes to 
the acre, we had records of 1,100 bushels 
to the acre. We could not control the 
potato situation under those circum
stances. Therefore, it was realized that 
unless we made marketing quotas appli .. 
cable to the situation we could not con· 
trol production at all. 

It is a wholly different story with ref .. 
erence to corn. It has been pointed out 
that a large quantity of corn is fed on 
the farms, but a large percentage of the 
potato crop is not consumed on the 
farms. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield?_ 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Did the Senator notice 

an item in the press 2 or 3 weeks ago to 
the effect that the barley yield in Lou
doun County, va., was running over 60 
bushels to the acre this year? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That situation 
continues to change, and that is why 
parity is not the finest yardstick in the 
world. We all recognize that parity is 
an attempt to find a proper relation· 
ship, but it can get all out of kilter. 

Here sits the able and genial Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], who has 
made a fine speech with reference to 
the pending measure. Has he ever 
asked for 90 percent support on citrus 
fruits? No. Why not? Because the 
level would run from 30 to 35 or 40 per
cent. If we tried to place 90 percent 
supports on citrus fruits, the producers 
would laugh the Secretary out of office. 

Do we need price supports on soy .. 
beans? As of June 30, the -price of soy
beans was 124 percent of parity. Here 
comes an amendment which would 
provide for 85 percent or 75 percent, or 
some other :flexible figure, for the pro
ducers of soybeans. Have they asked 
to be dropped to 75 percent? I have 
not heard of it. Does that measure the 
market price? Not at all. We do not 
want to place a limitation that will 
cause trouble. Prices are supported 
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under the discretion of the Secret11ry of 
Agriculture. Why provide something · 
that is mandatory? 

We talk about writing legislation on 
the floor of the Senate. Title III of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 was discussed 
and debated in committee for weeks, 
and was debated on the Senate floor day 
after day; yet the pending amendment 
would wipe out completely, insofar as 
oats, rye, barley, soybeans, and grain 
sorghums are concerned, title III of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

People talk about not doing these 
things without a hearing. Have the 
people who produce soybeans and who 
are now receiving 124 percent of parity 
been given a hearing where they could 
indicate whether they want these new 
mandatory supports? If they have, I 
have not heard anything about it. We 
had better be very careful when we start 
writing this type of legislation on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Reference was made a day or so ago, 
by the able and distinguished Senator 
from Florida, to the situation with refer
ence to nonbasic crops, such as oats, rye, 
and barley. If I remember correctly, the 
Senator said the total production was 
something like 2 billion bushels a year, 
which is twice the production of wheat. 
He also stated that the stocks in the 
hands of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion were only 45 million bushels. I 
think that is very good evidence that the 
program has been working all right. 
Any time we can say that 2 billion bushels 
a year are produced and that only 45 
million bushels are in the hands of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, we do 
not have a very badly administered 
program. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. To make the figures 

specific, I wish to state again that the 
stocks on hand in the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, of the more than 2 billion 
bushels of the small grains which have 
been produced yearly, were just a little 
over 2 percent of the annual production, 
or between 40 million and 45 million 
bushels, as contrasted with 75 percent 
of an annual production in the case of 
wheat, which is roughly 1 billion bushels 
a year. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is a 
perfect example of what goes on. Seven
ty-five percent of the annual production 
of wheat is in the stocks of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. Two per
cent of the annual production of small 
grains is in the stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. The only conclu
sion I can reach is that the purpose of 
the amendment is to get more of the 
small grains into the stocks of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 

from New Mexico tell me if in recent 
years-let us say the past 2 years-there 
has been any price-support level on small 
grains below 75 percent of parity? 

Mr. ANDERSON. _I do not think there 
h as been. 

Mr. HUMPHREY.. What has been the 
price-support level? Has it not been 
from 90 to 85? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been from 
75 to 90 . . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What was the 
price support level last year on soy
beans? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is 80 percent this 
year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Was it not 85 per
cent last year? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It seems to have 
been 90 percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yet there is a defi
cit of soybeans, is there not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The 90-percent 

support price did not produce a sur
plus, did it? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. What was the 

price support last year on rye? 
Mr. ANDERSON. The reason is that 

parity does not work properly with 
every commodity. As I have pointed out 
many times, 90-percent price supports 
on dairy products normally will not 
provide a sufficient milk supply in this 
country; but a 90-percent support price 
on eggs will have eggs running out of 
one's ears. It is not possible to buy all 
the eggs that will be produced at 90 
percent of parity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Therefore, the Sec

retary is trying to balance these items 
off. I have not been opposed to sup
port prices on soybeans; neither has the 
distinguished junior Senator from Min
nesota. All I am trying to say is that the 
program is working reasonably well. I 
think it is working in accordance with 
the Kasson, Minn., speech. I am not 
committed to that speech and I did not 
vote for the man who made it. But just 
the same, I believe the Secretary of 
Agriculture, who did vote for the man 
who made it, is carrying out the pro
gram in good faith. I am satisfied that 
he is trying to do exactly what was 
promised to the farmers of the country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am merely mak
ing the point that the high price sup
port levels, which have been utilized by 
not only the present Secretary of Agri
culture, but by others, on feed grains, 
have not produced unusual surpluses. 
What price depression there has been 
in the market on some of the feed grains 
has been due to the flood of imports. I 
think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it is a fair 
statement. No one has resented the 
flood of imports more than I have, unless 
it has been the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YouNGJ. The senior Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] also 
has resented it. All of us have resented 
the flood of imports. 

All I am trying to say is that I do 
not think the way to cure the trouble 
is to destroy a program which is working 
well. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I have respect and 

admiration for the distinguished Sen-

ator from New Mexico as an individual 
and as a great Senator, because of his 
knowledge in this field. What is being 
proposed by the 75 percent to 90 per
cent support levels is some safeguard 
within the law as it is now written. I 
heard the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] say that he con
sidered the present law to be mandatory, 
with the exception of a kind of escape 
hatch, namely, that if there were a 
shortage of money in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, the basics instead of 
so-called nonbasics, would have first 
claim. 
. What is sought to be done under the 75 
percent to 90 percent amendment is to 
put all the feed grains-corn, wheat, rye, 
barley, oats, grain sorghums, and soy 
beans-all on the same level of priority, 
insofar as protection is concerned under 
operations of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

I do nbt believe any Senator can 
prove that there is any problem in con-· 
nection with feed grains. I do not think 
it can be proved that 90 percent price 
support on feed grains has glutted the 
market, or that 85 pecent or 80 percent 
has glutted the market. 

Had' the Secretary of Agriculture in
sisted upon his cross-compliance in re
spect to corn last year, namely, that one 
could not plant any soybeans, there 
would have been such a shortage of soy
beans that the price would be absolutely 
out of reach. At present it is 124, 
which is far above parity. 

I have no further questions to ask. I 
merely wish to clarify the RECORD, be
cause I think there are some points of 
common agreement. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I readily agree 
with the Senator from Minnesota that 
there are points of common agreement. 
I do not quarrel with much of what the 
Senator from North Dakota has said, 
or with what the two able Senators 
from Minnesota have suggested. 

We have been trying to protect the 
small grains. I think the record speaks 
for itself. When this section was writ
ten in the Agricultural Act of 1949, very 
dire predictions were made to the effect 
that the producers of oats, rye, and bar
ley would be badly treated. I want the 
RECORD to show that they have not been 
badly treated, and to suggest that this 
is one way to handle the situation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Much has been said 

about the trouble caused by the im
portation of grain from Canada. I 
think the RECORD should show that al
though we have imported as much as 
$174 million worth of grain from Can
ada in a year, at no time in recent years 
have we exported less than $250 million 
worth of agricultural products to Can
ada, and about 3 or 4 years ago we ex
ported $300 million worth of agricul
tural products to Canada. Included in 
those exports were considerable amounts 
of corn and some of the other small 
grains. We should not think of ex
ports and imports solely in terms of 
grain. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. I agree with the 
Senator that there has been a good deal 
of trouble with certain types of imports 
from Canada. I think we did our very 
best to straighten out that situation. 

There is now legislation on the books 
which permits the Secretary of Agri
culture to support these commodities 
in a discretionary fashion. He has done 
so. He has one small weapon he can 
use, and that is to say to the farmers, 
"If these commodities get out of line, 
I can drop your supports. Be careful 
what you do. So long as you are careful, 
I will treat you fairly." 

That is not the most satisfactory sys
tem in the world. I agree with the 
Senator from Minnesota in that I wish 
it were possible to have absolutely strict, 
mandatory controls on every com
modity, such as we have on tobacco, 
so that every farmer would be as pros
perous as the tobacco farmers have been. 
But such an arrangement does not seem 
possible. All I am saying is that I be
lieve the legislation now on the books is 
satisfactory, and I do not believe we 
should tamper with it by this amend
ment. I believe agricultm:e would be 
better off if the Young amendment were 
rejected, and if the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] striking out the provision with 
reference to small grains, were adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YoUNG] for himself and 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] to the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
time is under control. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YouNG], who con
trols the time on the other side of the 

• question, is not present. 
Mr. ·HUMPHREY. I do not think 

there will be any more speeches. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder if the 

majority leader would consider a sug
gestion. Instead of having additional 
speeches, would he consider having a 
quorum call, the time for the quorum 
ca ll to be charged equally to both sides, 
with a vote on the amendment after the 
quorum call? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest that we 
vote on the amendment. · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there may 
be a quorum call, with the time for the 
quorum call to be charged equally to 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Parlia
mentarian advise us as to the amount 
of time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 38 minutes 
remaining and the Senator from North 
Dakota has 16% minutes remaining. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I do not 
believe--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Ver
mont yield to himself? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 3 minutes. 
I do not think the Senate should agree 
to the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. YouNG] 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] in the nature of a substitute 
for my amendment. The support level 
for the 4 small grains is now at 85 per
cent of parity. It is relatively close to 
the feed value of corn. The support lev
el for soybeans is now at 80 percent of 
parity, and soybeans are selling so far 
above the support level that the ·support 
is not applicable at all. 

The Senate is asked to provide manda
tory supports without adequate provi
sion for marketing controls on commod
ities. The 4 small grains account for 
less than 1% percent of the total farm 
income of the country. 

I believe the Senate should vote down 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota and the Senator 
from Minnesota in the nature of a sub
stitute for my amendment, and then 
vote favorably on the amendment which 
I have offered on behalf of myself, the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLANDJ, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER], the Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] . and the Sen
ator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. 

I also wish it to be understood that 
the two amendments on which the Sen
ate has acted so far were offered on be
half of myself and the Senators I have 
just enumerated. 

I cannot approve of the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute which has 
been offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota and the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. The amendment 
merely proposes to establish mandatory 
supports at 75 to 90 percent of parity 
for oats, barley, rye, soybeans, and grain 
sorghums. The proposal is entirely in 
line with the Republican platform and 
the statements of President Eisenhower. 
At the present time most of these com
modities are supported at 80 to 85 per
cent of parity. There are ample pro
visions in existing law to control pro
duction of these commodities. Further
more, the commodities will be supported 
on a flexible scale at from 75 to 90 per
cent. Secretary Benson believes that 
flexible supports will take care of sur
pluses. 

I see no reason why this amendment 
should not be acceptable. I hope the 

Senate will approve it. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be
fore the request for the yeas and nays 
is acted on, I should like to ask if both 
sides are willing to yield back the re
mainder of their time. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield back the remain-
der of my time. · 

Mr. Kl~OWLAND. Mr. President, · I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment of the Senator from North Dakota 
and the Senator from Minnesota in the 
nature of a substitute for the amendment 
of the Senator from Vermont. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

REYNOLDS in the chair) • The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCARTHY] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN· 
DERsJ and the senior Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily ab
sent. 

If present and voting, the junior Sen
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY] 
would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]: 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BURKE] and the 
Senators from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN 
and Mr. LENNON] are unavoidably de
tained on official business at one of the 
executive departments, and, if present 
and voting, each of these Senators would 
vote "yea." 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr . 
EAsTLAND] and the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. FREAR] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN], who is necessarily absent, is paired 
with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Alabama would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Vermont would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 54, as followr· : 

Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Daniel 
Dougla s 
Ellender 
Fulbr ight 
G eorge 
H ennings 
Hill 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barret t 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
B ricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 

YEAS-33 
Hu mphrey Malone 
Jackson Mansfield 
Johnson, Tex. Mayba nk 
Johnst on, S.C. Monroney 
Kefa u ver Morse 
Kerr Mundt 
Kilgore Murray 
L anger Neely 
Lehman Symington 
Long Thye ' 
Magnuson Young 

NAY8-54 
Byrd ' 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Gillette 

Goldwa ter 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
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Kenned.y 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Martin 
McCarran 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Pastore 

Burke 
Eastland 
Ervin 

Payne Smathers 
Potter Smith, Maine 
Purtell Smith, N. J. 
Reynolds Stennis 
Robertson Upton 
Russell Watkins 
Saltonstall Welker 
Schoeppel Williams 

NOT VOTING--9 
Flanders 
Frear 
Lennon 

McCarthy 
Sparkman 
Wiley 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
YouNG, on behalf of himself and Mr. 
HUMPHREY, to Mr. AIKEN'S amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
to my amendment was rejected be re
considered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Vermont to reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California to lay on 
the table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion. to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a statement 
I have prepared on the subject of feed 
grains. 

There being no objection, the ·state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 

RELATION OF FEED GRAIN SUPPORTS TO CORN 

Price supports on feed grains (oats, rye, 
barley and grain sorghums) ar~ discretion
ary With ·the Secretary of Agriculture at any 
level between· zero and 90 percent of parity. 

Section 401 ·(b) of the Agricultural. Act of · 
1949, sets forth eight conditions to be taken 
into consideration by the Secretary in es
tablishing price supports on "other non
basic agricultural cominodities." 

The second· of these eight conditions is: 
"(2) the price levels at which other com
modities are being supported and, in the 
case of feed grains, the feed values of such 
grains in relation to corn." 

Under this authority, Secretary Brannan 
supported the feed grains at about 75 per
cent of old parity with corn at 90 percent of 
parity. This seemed to work out as a prac
tical relationship. 

Upon the adoption of the modernized 
parity, the new problem arose of relating 
the four feed grains which were to be on 
the new parity to corn which was to remain 
on the old parity. 

To compensate for the 5 percent transi
tional drop in parity, Secretary Brannan for 
1952 raised the feed grain support to 80 per
cent of parity and for 1953 to 85 percent of 
parity. The 5 percent incre?-se in support 
rate did not exactly compensate for the 5 
percent drop in parity but quite nearly so. 

General Eisenhower in his Kasson, Minn., 
speech said : 

"As provided in the Republican platform, 
the non-perishable crops so important to 
the diversified farmer-crops such as oats, 
barley, rye and soybeans-should be given 
the same protection as available to the 
major cash crops." 

In 1953, when it came time to set the 1954 
support rate, Secretary Benson ignored both 
the Eisenhower pledge to raise the feed 
grains to the same level as the major cash 
crops, and also ignored the instruction in 
section 401 (b) that feed-grain supports 
should be related to corn supports according 
to the feed value relationship to corn. 

Secretary Benson set the supports on rye, 
barley, oats, and grain sorghums at 85 per
cent, failing to compensate, as Secretary 
Brannan had done, for the drop in the mod
ernized parity. 

Thus, although he could claim that he had 
maintained the same support in terms of 
percentage of parity, Secretary Benson's 
support figure in actual dollars and cents 
was 5 cents a bushel lower on oats and 9 
cents a bushel lower on barley than the sup
ports of the previous year. 

The modernized parity dropped sharply on 
the field grains in the 4 years from 1950 to 
1953. The average annual drop in modern
ized parity values on oats for those years was 
4.5 percent. The average annual drop in 
modernized parity values on barley for those 
years was 2.7 percent. 

Thus, if Secretary Benson were to set feed
grain supports at 85 percent of parity for 
1955 the dollars and cents support figure 
would again be likely to be lower than for 
the preceding year. 

These cuts are serious for Minnesota farm
.ers. Minnesota is the second-ranking State 
in oats production, third ranking in barley. 

Minnesota produces 13 percent of the Na
tion's oats, 9 percent of the barley, and 10 
percent of the rye. 

This is what the Benson support cuts on 
oats and barley mean in Mil)nesota in 1954: 

The July 1 indicated production of oats 
is 218 million bushels. The 5-cent-a-bushel 
support cut can potentially result in an in
come loss of $10,900,000 to Minnesota 
farmers. 

The July 1 indicated production ·of barley 
is 31,610,000 bushels. The 9-cent-a-bushel 
support cut can potentially result in an in
come loss of $2,844,000 to Minnesota farmers. 

The farmer will take the loss wl;lether he 
sells the feed grains or whether he feeds 
them. Cheap feed cheapens the price of 
livestock, so the farmer does not avoid the 
loss by feeding up the grain. 

The 1954 support cuts on feed grains is 
serious enm,xgh in itself but has other dan
gerous implications. 

President Eisenhower in his agricultural 
message to Congress on January 11, 1954, 
said in substance "The Nation's agricultural 
problem is not one of general overproduc
tion. The problem is rather one of unbal
anced production." 

One would suppose that if unbalanced 
production is our problem that the adminis
tration would devise some method of balanc
ing production. On the contrary, Secretary 
Benson has tended to unbalance production 
still further by allowing the feed grain sup
ports to drop below their former relation
ship to corn. 

This can only result in farmers placing 
their corn under loan and feeding the other 
feed grains. 

The trend is already noticeable from the 
fact that on April 15 of this year 43 percent 
of the total corn stock was either under loan 
or owned by CCC while only 9 percent of 
the oats was under loan or owned by CCC. 

The July 1 crop production report indi
cates that 1954 oats production nationally 
will be 328 million bushels greater than 1953, 
barley will be 131 million bushels greater, 
rye will be 5.7 million bushels greater. Grain 
sorghum production is not estimated in 
bushels but the planted acreage is 39 per
cent greater than 1953. Hay production also 
is expected to be up over the 1953 figure. 

These production figures indicate that 
there will be fair to large supplies of every 
feed grain. 

About 120 million bushels of oats, barley, 
and grain sorghums were under loan or 
owned by CCC on April 15. 

Production of oats, rye, barley, and grain 
sorghums are indicated at about 500 million 
bushels greater for 1954 than the 1953 pro
duction. 

Therefore, there will be a sufficient stock 
of other feed grains in most areas to dis-
place corn. · 

As much as 300 to 400 million bushels of 
corn may unnecessarily be forced into the 
loan program if the tinkering with the sup
port level by the Secretary of Agriculture 
is allowed to stand. 

Price supports on all the feed grains must 
be at a reasonable balance, otherwise we will 
pile up an unnecessary surplus of the high
er-supported corn. 

It seems very advisable then to adopt 
legislation making feed grain supports man
datory · and at a level in relation to corn 
supports which fairly represents the feed 
value relationships. 

To maintain the old relationship of 90 
percent supports on corn and 75 percent on 
the other feed grains (all computed under 
the old parity formula) would require today 
a support under the new parity of about 93 
percent of parity on oats and barley, 89 per
cent on rye, and 100 percent on grain sor
ghums, assuming that earn is to remain on 
90 percent of the old parity. 

If corn is to go on the sliding scale at 
either 75 percent or 82¥2 percent of parity, 
the supports on the feed grains will drop by 
a corresponding margin. 

To break the corn price is the quickest 
way to break the general farm price level 
since other feed grains will be immediately 
affected as will the price of the livestock, 
dairy, and poultry products. 

Using the average annual production, a 
15-percent across-the-board cut on supports ' 
for corn, oats, rye, and barley would mean 
an income loss of $85 million in a year's 
time for Minnesota farmers. 

If the support cut is made across the board, 
corn will still be the most attractive to pro
duce. But as long as the feed-grain sup
ports are out of kilter, the corn will tend to 
go under loan while the other feed grains 
will tend to displace it in feeding operations. 

This will eventually cause a corn surplus 
and severe acreage controls. The surplus 
and the controls will be used by the enemies 
of the farm program to discredit the sup
port program. It will be difficult to hold 
corn supports at 90 percent of parity if other 
grain price levels are allowed to sag. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], on behalf of him
self and certain other Senators, to the 
committee amendment on page 24. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas ahd nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING · OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCARTHY] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are absent on official commit
tee business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERs] and the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
and the junior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. McCARTHY] is paired with the Sena
tor from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER]. If 
present and voting; the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERs] and the Sena
tor from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER] would 
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each vote "yea," and the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] would each vote ''nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BuRKE] and the 
Senators from North Carolina [Mr. ER
VIN and Mr. LENNON] are unavoidably 
detained on officia:l business at one of 
the executive departments, and if pres
ent and voting, each of these Senators 
would vote "nay." . 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senators from Tennes
see [Mr. GORE and Mr. KEFAUVER], and 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] 
are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] 
is paired with the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LoNG]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Louisiana 
would vote "nay." 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
who is necessarily absent, is paired with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Alabama would vote "nay," and 
the Senator from Vermont would vote 
''yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 29, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Douglas 

Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Daniel 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Hennings 
Hill 

Burke 
E3.stland 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Frear 

YEAS-52 
Duff: 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kennedy 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Malone 
Martin 
McCarran 
McClellan 

NAY8-29 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kerr 
Kilgore 
Langer 
Lehman 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 

Millikin 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Upton 
Watkins 
Williams 

May bank 
Monroney 
Mundt 
Murray 
Neely 
Russell 
Symington 
Tbye 
Young 

NOT VOTING-15 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Kefau\·er 
Lennon 
Long 

McCarthy 
Morse 
Sparkman 
Welker 
Wiley 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
AIKEN. on behalf of himself and certain 
other Senators, to the committee amend
ment on page 24, was agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which my amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I move to lay on the table the mo
tion of the Senator from Vermont tore
consider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 

the Senator from Iowa to lay on the 
table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi
dent, I send an amendment to the desk 
and ask that the clerk state it. The 
amendment is offered on my own behalf 
and on behalf of my colleague [Mr. 
PAYNE]. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 34, line 5, 
after the word "lines," it is proposed to 
insert a comma and the words "Irish 
potatoes." 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to modify my amendment 
by striking out the word "lines" and in
serting the word "limes." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine modifies her 
amendment accordingly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Is this the amendment 

relating to the importation of foreign 
potatoes? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. That is cor
rect. Mr. President, I do not believe 
this amendment needs explanation or 
comment for its purpose and its justifi
cation are clear on its face. It would 
~uthorize the Government to limit im
ports of foreign potatoes which inter
fere with our own potato marketing and 
production activities. 

There is no reason why we should per
mit the importation of foreign potatoes 
which do not measure up to the same 
standards we establish for our domestic 
crops. 

The very spirit of this argument has 
been incorporated in the law, for sec
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1953 authorizes the Government 
to limit imports of a foreign agricultural 
commodity which interferes with a do
mestic crop under the agriculture ad
justment program. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I under
stand that the purpose of this amend
ment is to provide protection against a 
situation which might arise if the po
tato growers of the United States should 
enter a marketing agreement, one pur
pose of which would be to keep culls 
off the market, and importers went into 
neighboring countries and purchased 
culls for little or nothing, and brought 
them into the United States. This seems 
to me to be a desirable amendment. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may insert in 
the RECORD at this point a statement 
which I have prepared on the pending 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAYNE 

This amendment would include Irish pota
toes in subsection Be, section 401, title IV, 
entitled "Amendments to Agricultural Mar
keting Act of 1937," of the committee bill. 

Irish potatoes were included in the corre
sponding section of the House bill. Sub- . 
section Be provides that when a marketiq.g 
order is issued by the Secretary of Agricul
ture containing any terms or conditions 
regulating the grade, size, quality, or ma
turity of the listed perishable fruits and 
vegetables, imp~rts are prohibited while the 
marketing order is in eff:ect unless those im
ports comply with the grade, size, quality, 
and maturity provisions specified for the 
domestic crop. 

This provision is designed to correct a 
condition which has long interfered with 
efficient functioning of marketing agree
ments. Imports of foreign crops into mar
keting-agreement areas without regard for 
the standards imposed on domestic crops 
defeat the prime purpose for which the 
marketing agreement was initially made. It 
is only just and fair that imports comply 
with domestic marketing requirements when 
official marketing agreements are in eff:ect. 

This amendment to the committee bill 
would merely afford the same protection to 
Irish potatoes which the committee has given 
to tomatoes, avocados, limes, and grapefruit. 
Imports of Irish potatoes would be pro
hibited if they did not comply with grade, 
size, quality, and maturity provisions of any 
marketing orders applicable to domestic Irish 
potatoes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment to the committee amendment 
offered by the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH], for herself and the junior Sen
ator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I send amend
ments designated 7-26-54-A to the desk 
and ask that they be stated. These 
amendments are also offered by me on 

. behalf of my colleague [Mr. PAYNE] and 
myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendments. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 22, line 
6, after "SEc. 203", it is proposed to 
insert "(a)." 

On page 24, between lines 3 . and 4, it 
is proposed to "insert the following: 

(b) Section 5 of the act of March 31, 1950 
(7 U. S. C. 1450), as amended by section 
5 (a) of Public Law 290, B3d Congress, is 
repealed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Maine desire to have 
the amendments considered en bloc? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 

I shall be very brief in my remarks in 
support of this amendment because it is 
very simple, very direct, and does not re:. 
quire extended discussion to enable 
Members to decide how to cast their 
vo~~ · 

The purpm:e of this amendment is to 
remove discriminations against Irish 
potato producers and to extend to them 
a status with their Government equal to 
that of the producers of other vegetables 
and fruits. 

This amendment does not seek any 
special favor. It . seeks only equity. 
Potatoes now are the only agricuJtural 
commodity prohibited by law from re
ceiving any type of price-support assist-



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 13873 
ance. This amendment would eliminate 
that discrimination. It asks for pota
to producers no more than that granted 
other vegetable and fruit producers. 

Now let me make one point crystal 
clear. This amendment does not seek 
to restore mandatory price support to the 
potato industry. It is not designed to 
institute a price-support program for 
Irish potatoes. It would grant only dis
cretionary authority to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has 
stated clearly what would be his policy 
under such discretionary authority. He 
has written: 

It would be the Department's basic ap
proach to treat potatoes the same as other 
fresh fruits and vegetables. 

And the Secretary has stated his sup
port of this proposal. 

This amendment would give potato 
producers a legal basis equivalent to 
producers of other perishable commodi
ties, enabling them to work with the 
Secretary of Agriculture relative to basic 
problems of the industry. It would per
mit potato producers to bring their 
problems to the Secretary of Agricul
ture and to have available the same 
services available to all other producers 
of fruits and vegetables. 

Irish potatoes are very important to 
the health and life of our people. They 
are a basic American food, ranking sixth 
in terms of cash receipts. Potatoes are 
so essential as a food and so important 
in the Nation's agricultural economy, 
that they surely should not be excluded 
from the basic legislation designed to im-

. prove agriculture and stabilize the Na
tion's economy. 

Surely it is clear that the restoration 
of potatoes · to a comparable position 
with other vegetables and fruits is not 
only reasonable and justified but in the 
best interest of fair play. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. This amendment 

relates to price supports. What would 
the range be, both as to maximum and 
minimum supports? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. From zero to 
ninety. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. From zero to 
ninety? 

Mrs. SMITII of Maine. From zero to 
ninety; and this is permissive, not man
datory. 

Mr. BUSH. May we have some com
ment from the distinguished chairman 
of the committee [Mr. AIKEN]? 

Mr. AIKEN. This amendment was 
inserted in the bill by the committee 
tentatively, and then removed. The 
effect of the amendment would be to 
put potatoes in the list of respectable 
vegetable citizens once more, from 
which list they were removed some 3 or 
4 years ago. 

This amendment does not establish 
any price-support program for potatoes. 
It would put potatoes in the same cate
gory as tomatoes, string beans, radishes, 
and other commodities for which price 
supports are permissive. from zero up to 
90 percent. 

In fact, at the present time, potatoes 
are the only commodity not eligible in 
any way for price supports. Personally, 
I would not want to see the Secretary of 
Agriculture establish a definite price
support program for potatoes. I think 
the Secretary can handle the situation 
as he has this spring, through the use of 
section 32 funds. On the other hand, it 
is discriminatory against potatoes to say 
that they are not respectable and can
not take their place along with 157 other 
agricultural commodities which are pro
duced in the United States. 

The Secretary of Agriculture did a 
beautiful job by the spending of, per
haps, a couple of million dollars in the 
program of taking potatoes off the 
market, with section 32 funds this spring. 
The price of potatoes went up from ap
proximately 30 percent of parity to al
most 100 percent of parity over the 
course of possibly 3 weeks; and potatoes 
today are selling at about 100 percent of 
parity. 

However, as I have said, excluding po
tatoes from the list of ordinary veg
etables which are eligible for price sup
ports is discrimination, indeed. I be
lieve, personally, I would support the 

Crop report as of July 1, 1951,.: Potatoes I 

amendment of the Senator from Maine 
[Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I thank the 
Senator very much. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be in
serted in the RECORD at this point a 
statement I have prepared with refer
ence to this amendment. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAYNE 

The effect of this amendment is (1} to 
repeal the Ellender amendment (section 5 
of the act of March 31, 1950) which has 
effectively prohibited price supports for Irish 
potatoes and (2) to transfer Irish potatoes 
from title II to title III of the Agricultural 
Act of October 31, 1949 (Anderson-Pace
Gore Act). Title II of the 1949 act provides 
for mandatory price supports for potatoes and 
other designated nonbasic agricultural com
modities at 60 to 90 percent of parity; title 
III of the 1949 act authorizes the Secretary 
of Agriculture at his discretion to support 
all other nonbasic agricultural commodities 
at zero to 90 percent of parity. 

In considering this amendment to the 
committee bill the basic characteristics and 
problems of the potato industry should be 
kept in mind. 

GENERAL 

Potatoes are a national agricultural cro:p. 
They are grown in every State in the Union, 
although commercial production does tend 
toward specialization and is concentrated 
in several important producing areas in 
Idaho, California, the Red River Valley of 
North Dakota and Minnesota, Long Island, 
Aroostook County in Maine, and other areas. 
In the 1953 crop year approximately 1.5 mil
lion acres of potatoes were planted in the 
United States and produced 373.7 million 
bushels, with a total estimated farm value 
of $295 million. The average annual farm 
value of potato production for the 10-year 
period 1943-52 was approximately $577 mil
lion. The July 1954 crop report published 
by the Agricultural Marketing Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, estimates 
that 1,380,000 acres of potatoes have been 
planted with production estimated at 345.6 
million bushels for this 1954 crop. From 
the standpoint of acreage, production, and 
farm income, Irish potatoes are the most 
important vegetable crop in the United 
States. This important crop is grown, ac
cording to the latest 1950 agricultural cen
sus, by 1,650,000 farmers. 

Acreage Yield per acre Production 

Group and State Harvested 
For bar- Average, 1953 Indicated, Average, 1953 Indicated, 

Average, vest 1954 1943-52 1954 1943-52 1954 
1943-52 1953 

Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand 
Late States: acres acres acres Bushels Bushels Bushels bushels bushels bushels 

Maine ... ----- ------------------------------------------ 174 156 147 373 370 385 62,995 57,720 56,595 
New Hampshire .. -------------------------------------- 5. 7 4.2 3. 4 218 255 250 1,178 1, 071 850 
Vermont. ____ .-------------- --.------------------------_ 7. 7 4.1 3. 7 172 190 195 1,243 779 722 
Massa~husetts-------------········--------------------- 15.8 8. 7 8. 3 199 240 240 2,935 2,088 1, 992 
Rhode Island._. --------.------------------------------- 5.8 4.5 4. 0 231 285 270 1, 310 1, 282 1,080 Connecticut. __ ______ . ___ ._. ___________________________ ._ 14.0 9.6 8.9 232 280 270 3, 032 2,688 2,403 
New York, Long Island.------------------ -------------- 60 55 51 283 320 330 16,824 17,600 16,830 
New York, upstate .... -------------------------------- - 90 51 45 201 260 260 16,481 13,260 11,700 Pennsylvania_ . _ ----- __________ • ________ ___ _____________ 110 62 58 189 210 210 19,147 13,020 12,180 
West Virginia __ -------- _________________ . _______ -------_ 23 15 14 98 90 95 2,251 1,350 1,330 

9 Eastern . • _------------------------------------------ 505.2 370.1 343. 3 264. 1 299.5 307.8 127,396 110,858 105,682 

a Early and late crops shown separately !or Cali!ornia; combined !or all other States. 
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Crop report, as of July 1, 1954-: Potatoes t-Continued 

Acreage Yield per acre Production 

Group and State Harvested 

For bar- Average, 1953 Indicated, Average, 1953 Indicated, 

Average, vest 1954 1943-52 1954 1943-52 1954 

1943-52 1953 

Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand Thousand 
Late States-Continued acres acres acru Bushels Bushels Bushel& bushels bushels bushels 

0 hio •• _ ••••• ______ ------__________________ ------ ________ 43 24 22 176 200 210 6, 737 4,800 4,620 Indiana _________________________________________ ----- ___ 24. 2 12.5 13 171 245 230 3, 713 3,062 2,990 
Tilinois ____ ------------.-----.---------------- ----------- 14.4 5. 5 5 91 75 85 1, 226 412 425 
Michigan ____________________________ ------ ____________ • 119 58 49 141 185 180 15,416 10,730 8,820 
Wisconsin ___________ .----------------------------------- 98 61 52 146 235 210 12, 562 14,335 10,920 
].l.ifinnesota ____ ____ • _____ ------------.------------------- 128 78 79 139 160 170 16,211 12,480 13,430 
Iowa. _________ ---_-- ___ .-___ ---.----------------------- - 19 7 6 112 90 120 2,008 630 720 
North Dakota _____________ ------------------------------ 130 94 95 156 1f>5 185 19,4M 15,510 17,575 
South D akota ___ _______________ .------------------------ 23.5 12.5 11 107 150 150 2, 319 1, 875 1,650 

9 CentraL _____ ------- ________ • ______ • ____ --_--------- - 599.2 352.5 332 145.1 181.1 184.2 79, 676 63, 834 61, 150 

Nebraska __ ---------- __ -------- ___ ---------------------- 54 28 24 188 209 210 9,592 5,852 5,040 ].l.ifontana ____________________ • _______ _______ ____ -- _______ 14.4 10.5 9.8 179 215 210 2, 448 2,258 2,058 
I dal1o. __ • ______ ----------------------------------------- 160 153 153 261 300 290 41,454 45,900 44,370 Wyoming _________ ••• _________ • ___ -- ______________ --- __ - 10. 2 6.1 6. 5 190 230 180 1, 873 1,403 1, 170 Colorado ____ ________ ______ • _____ • ________________ -- _____ 69 54 50 269 335 250 17,939 18,090 12,500 
New Mexico_-------------------- ___ .---------------- -- - 2.5 . 6 . 6 107 125 125 251 75 75 Utah _______________________________________________ -- ___ 15. 1 14.0 13.0 206 245 240 3,066 3,430 3,120 
Nevada _________________________ -- ___ ---. ---.--- -- -- ---- 2.3 1. 7 1. 7 226 320 310 501 544 527 ''V ash ington _____________________ • __ • __________ __ -- __ ---- 33 28 28 330 400 405 10,573 11,200 11,340 
Oregon ______ ---------- ____ ------ ____ ~------------- - - ____ 42 37 39 284 320 325 11, 622 11,840 12,675 
California t _____________________________ ----------- ______ 40 42 44 346 360 380 13,759 15, 120 16,720 

11 vVestern __________ ---------------------------------- 442.7 374. 9 369.6 261.4 308.6 296.5 113,079 115,712 109,595 

29 late States ___ -------. _____ __ __ .----._--------------- 1, 547.2 1, 097. 5 1,044. 9 218.8 264.6 264.5 320, 151 290,404 276,427 

Intermediate States: 
New Jersey_--------------- ________ .-----_-------------- 51.2 24.6 22.7 218 265 255 10,698 6, 519 5, 788 
D elaware. __ -------------------- _______ ------_---------_ 3. 5 6.6 5. 7 123 269 201 447 I, 775 1,146 
Maryland·---------------------------------------------- 13.1 6. 6 6.1 127 132 109 1, 594 871 665 Virginia ___ __ ____ _______ ______________ _________ -- ___ -- __ - 55 36 31 152 175 148 8,104 6,300 4, 588 
Kentucky ________ ------ ----------_---------------_------ 31 17 17 91 87 87 2,830 1,479 I,479 Missouri_ ___________________________ ____ ________ ____ ____ 22 11 10.8 108 62 117 2, 351 682 I, 264 
Kansas------------------------------------------------- - 12.7 3. 5 3. 7 91 38 81 1,156 133 300 

7 intermediate States _______ ._---_--------------------- 189.1 105. 3 97.0 149.4 168.7 157. 0 27, 181 17,759 15,230 

36late and intermediate States ________________________ 1, 736.3 1, 202.8 1, 141.9 211.5 256.2 255.4 347,332 308,163 291,657 

Early States: 
North Carolina _________ ------------- _______ ------------ 69 46 40 134 133 158 9,095 2 6,118 6,320 
South Carolina _______________ ---------- - -- ___ __ --------- 19 13 11 117 127 157 2,124 1, 651 1, 727 
Georgia ______ -------- ______________________ __ ----------- 14 6 5 73 76 78 1,022 456 390 Florida _____ ____________________________ _________________ 28.8 42. 0 32.7 180 243 300 5,048 210,206 9,810 
Tennessee----------------------------------------------- 31 16 14 87 80 97 2,658 1,280 1,358 
Alabama __ -------- _________ ----------------_----- ___ ---_ 39 38 25 106 161 158 3,924 2 6,118 3, 950 Mississippi_ _____________________________________________ 19 7 6. 5 67 63 95 1, 300 441 618 
Arkansas. ---- ----------------- -- ------------------------ 28.5 9. 5 8. 5 82 52 93 2,337 494 790 
Louisiana ____ ·------------------------------ ---------- -- 27.9 11.6 11.1 61 86 85 1, 671 998 944 Oklahoma _______________________________________________ 15.4 3. 5 3. 5 74 57 87 1,065 200 304 

I~f~na= = = = = == === == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = 

39 23 20 101 108 108 3, 818 2 2,484 2,160 
5.1 5.9 4. 7 300 397 352 1,498 2,342 1, 654 

California t ____ -------- _______ • __ --------. _ -------------- 66 84 57 395 390 420 26, 135 2 32,760 23,940 

13 early States ______________ ____ -------- ______ --------- 402.0 305.5 239.0 162.7 214.6 225.8 61,695 65,548 53,965 

United States_---------------------------------------- 2, 138.3 I, 508.3 1, 380.9 202. 3 247.8 250.3 409,027 373,711 345,622 

t Early and late crops shown separately for California; combined for all other 
States. 

2 Includes the following quantities of commercial early potatoes not marketed 
(1,000 bushels) : North Carolina, 105; Florida, 364; Alabama, 1,288; Texas, 494; 
California, 2,869. 

A major characteristic of potato farming 
is the relatively wide fluctuation in prices 
to growers caused by relatively small changes 
in supply. For example, the 1951 crop of 
320 million bushels returned an average 
United States farm price of $1.63 per 
bushel, or 91 percent of parity, and the 

total farm value was $522 million. Com
parable figures for the 1952 crop are: pro
duction, 349 million bushels; United States 
average farm price $1.94 per bushel, or 114 
percent of parity with a total farm value 
of $685 million. Preliminary figures for 
1953 crop show production at 374 million 

bushels; United States average farm price 
78 cents per bushel, or 50 percent of parity 
with a total farm value $295 million. The 
following table shows the wide variation in 
potato prices from month to month for the 
period 1950 through 1953: 

Potatoes: Farm price as percent of parUy, 1950-53 crops 

1950 crop 1951 crop 1952 crop 1953 crop 

Month 
Parity Farm Percent Parity Farm Percent Parity Farm Percent Parity Farm Percent 
price price of parity price price of parity price price of parity price price of parity 

Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel Per bushel 
May------------------ $1.72 $1.13 66 $1.80 $1.11 62 $1.73 $2.23 129 $1.61 $1.02 63 
June_----------------- 1. 72 .975 57 1. 82 1. 33 73 1. 73 2. 55 147 1. 58 .838 53 
July--·---------------- 1. 75 1.08 62 1.80 1. 25 69 1. 73 2.48 143 1. 59 .868 55 
August ·--------------- 1. 76 1.12 64 1. 80 1. 05 58 1. 73 2. 65 153 1. 59 .842 53 
Eeptember _ ----------- 1. 80 .935 52 1. 80 1. 21 67 1. 73 2.14 124 1. 59 .982 62 
October-------------- - 1. 80 . 738 41 1. 83 1.30 71 1. 73 2. 01 116 1.58 .SOl 51 
November------------- 1.80 . 741 41 1.83 1. 67 91 1. 73 2.06 119 1. 59 .834 52 D ecember _______ __ ____ 1.83 • 734 40 1. 83 1.82 99 1. 72 1. 85 108 1. 59 .699 44 
January----·---------- 1. 76 .84 48 1. 73 1.96 113 1. 66 1. 92 116 1. 52 .691 45 
F ebruary ___ --·------- 1. 76 .909 52 1. 73 1. 98 114 1. 65 1. 59 96 1. 52 .653 43 
March_·-------------- 1. 79 .934 52 1. 73 2.08 120 1.66 1. 42 86 1. 53 .532 35 
ApriL __________ ------ _ 1.80 .969 54 1. 73 2. 26 131 1.64 1.12 68 1.53 • 702 46 

Season average ____ 1.77 .901 51 1. 79 1.63 91 1. 70 1. 94 114 1. 57 . 785 50 
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Specialization in potato production has re.; 

suited in increased yields per acre. In
creased yields have resulted from, as well as 
been accompanied by, increased use of fer
tilizers, better production methods, and in
creased cash outlays per acre for seed, fer
tilizer, labor, machinery, and other produc
tion costs. The 1943-52 average yield per 
acre for the United States was 202 bushels 
per acre. Last year (1953) the average yield 
for all States was 247 bushels per acre. Cur
rent estimates, as shown in the July crop 
report, predict 250-bushel yield for 1954. 
However, this estimate is subject .to many 
adjustments because of weather and other 
production hazards. 

CONSUMPTION 
Potatoes are an important basic food in 

the diet of most Americans. Consumption 
in general does not change appreciably be
cause of price changes. Both household and 
institutional potato purchases tend to follow 
an established steady pattern. However, 
despite a rising trend in population, there 
has been a tendency for consumers to pur
chase fewer potatoes each year. Prior to 
World war I consumption was at the rate of 
approximately 180 pounds per capita per 
year which has declined to about 100 to 110 
pounds per capita since World War II. The 
following table illustrates the decline in 
per-capita consumption of potatoes: 

Vegetables: Civilian consumption per capita, 
United States, 1909-49 1 

[Pounds] 

Fresh Canned Sweet-Year vege- vege· Potatoes potatoes tables tables 
------------

1909 __ _____ --- 200 15.2 193 26.0 
1910 __________ 192 14.4 195 26.1 
1911_ _________ 180 15.5 156 23.5 1912 __________ 195 18.5 180 24.1 1913 __________ 185 19.6 184 23.4 
1914 _______ -- - 185 19.1 161 22.1 
1915 __________ 193 17.9 181 24.9 
1916 __________ 187 16.1 140 24.3 
1917 __________ 185 18.8 . 152 27.7 
1918 ___ ____ __ _ 188 22.1 171 25.9 
1919 __________ 193 21.1 151 29.7 1920 __________ 218 18.3 145 28.8 
1921__ ________ 193 16.8 153 26.9 
1922 __________ 210 17.0 153 28.9 1923 __________ 190 21.3 169 24.7 
1924 __________ 206 22.4 157 17.4 
1925 __________ 201 24.8 152 17.7 
1926 __________ 202 25.6 129 21.0 
1927 __________ 214 22.2 142 24.8 
1928 __________ 206 22.9 154 20.5 1929 ___ _______ 221 25.7 154 22.2 
1930 __________ 213 27.8 135 18.3 
1931__ ______ __ 222 25.0 140 20.5 
1932 _________ _ 227 21.9 139 27.5 
1933 __________ 213 21.8 137 23.9 
1934 __________ 218 23.2 138 24.3 
1935 __________ 231 26.0 144 25.5 
1936 __________ 219 27.4 132 19.6 
1937 ___ ------- 235 29.2 126 21.4 
1938 __________ 247 30.8 132 21.2 
1939 __________ 243 31.6 121 19.5 
1940 __________ 240 34.2 130 16.2 
1941__ ________ 242 36.6 129 18.3 
1942 __________ 256 39.6 128 20.3 
1943 ______ ____ 238 36.7 131 21.3 
1944 __________ 255 34.2 128 19.6 
1945 __________ 267 42.9 126 18.8 
1946 __________ 272 46.5 127 18.2 
1947---------- 252 39.3 124 15.9 
1948 __________ 261 37.0 113 13.0 
1949 __________ 249 38. 3 108 14.3 
1950 2

- -- ----- 252 41.8 104 12.8 
195L -------- 254 41.4 104 6. 5 

1 Fresh vegetables, potatoes and sweetpotatoef, are in 
terms of quantities available for consumption at the 
farm level. Canned vegetables are on a canned weight 
basis. 

2 Preliminary. 

Due to perishability each potato crop must 
be disposed of within a limited marketing 
season. Although some of the crop produced 
in the so-called late States, which is har
vested in the late summer or fall, is stored 
for marketing throughout the winter 
months, potatoes do not lend themselves to 
a carryover from 1 year to the next. Conse
quently, changes in supply have a direct 

effect on the market ·within the compara
tively short period when they must be dis
posed of. This applies not only to potatoes 
harvested in the fall and marketed through
out the subsequent winter months, but also, 
even more particularly and drastically, to 
the potatoes harvested during the late win
ter, spring, and summer months which have 
even more limited storage life and usually 
go directly from the field to packing shed, 
and then to market, with pressure to reduce 
all marketing delays to a minimum. 

These characteristics result in an inter
play of market forces between supplies still 
in storage from the crop dug the previous 
fall and potatoes which are harvested in the 
late winter or early spring. Each segment 
of the supply is not only part of the total 
affecting prices, but also changes in esti
mates of either segment have a direct effect 
on the respective position of the supply to 
which it belongs, as well as that portion of 
the supply with which it competes. 

FOREIGN TRADE 
Exports and imports of potatoes by the 

United States are relatively small compared 
with total production. Cuba and other 
Caribbean countries take approximately two 
to three million bushels a year. Some few 
so-called early potatoes are shipped to Can
ada, but this export movement invariably 
is more than offset by Canadian imports, 
especially from New Brunswick and Prince 
Edward Island. The New Brunswick potato
producing area is just across the boundary 
from the major potato-producing area in 
Aroostook County, Maine. Facilities for 
moving New Brunswick potatoes to eastern 
seaboard and southern markets are much 
the same as those available to Maine and 
other eastern potato growers. In addition, 
ocean freight is readily available to Prince 
Edward Island handlers and to a somewhat 
lesser extent to New Brunswick shippers. 
Movement from the Canadian potato-pro
ducing Provinces is heaviest immediately 
preceding and during planting in the early 
producing States when Canadian seed stock 
offers considerable competition to other 
northern-grown seed in the United States. 

Canadian potatoes may be imported sub
ject to duty. One million bushels of table 
stock and 2.5 million bushels of seed may be 
imported at 37.5 cents a hundred duty rate. 
Any imports over that amount are subject to 
75 cents a hundred duty. However, if the 
September crop report shows a United States 
crop of less than 350 million bushels, the 
deficit may be added to the quota for low
duty table-stock imports. 

Prices of potatoes grown in the Northern 
and Eastern States are followed relatively 
close by Canadian potato prices, although 
usually at a somewhat lower level. For the 
1953 season a Canadian Government market
ing pool operated in New Brunswick and 
Prince Edward Island through which an ad
vance price of 75 cents per hundred was paid 
to growers in New Brunswick and 83 cents 
in Prince Edward Island. These prices were 
scheduled to increase as the season pro
gressed and storage costs mounted. At the 
end of the season the Dominion Government 
is supposed to make up any deficit and the 
growers are to be paid any profit which exists 
between the season average price received 
and the guaranteed pool price. During the 
past season at the instigation of the Maine 
congressional delegation, representatives of 
the United States Treasury Department met 
with Canadian officials concerning state
ments that Canadian potato shipments to 
the United States were being subsidized from 
the marketing pool program. The Cana
dians were informed that countervailing 
duties would have to be invoked if, in fact, 
potato shipments to the United States were 
being subsidized. Following the discussions, 
the Canadian officials agreed that they would 
assure that no potatoes shipped to the United 
States would be eligible for subsidv navment. 

POTATO PRICE LEGISLATION 
Potatoes were a Steagall commodity and 

supported at 90 percent of parity from 1943 
through 1948. The Agricultural Act of 1949 
included potatoes under title II which al
lowed support at 60 to 90 percent of parity 
and the Department determined that they 
should be supported at 60 percent of parity 
for the 1949 and 1950 crops. During the 8 
crop years 1943 through 1950 the total net 
dollar deficit resulting from Commodity 
Credit Corporation and section 32 purchases 
of potatoes was $553 million. 

Public Law 471, 81st Congress, approved 
March 31, 1950, was passed after extensive 
debate on the Senate floor as shown by the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of February 23-24 
1950. Section 5 of this law stated that "for 
the crop year of 1951 and thereafter no price 
support shall be made available for any Irish 
potatoes unless marketing quotas are in ef
fect with respect to such potatoes." No 
marketing quota legislation for potatoes was 
passed at that session of Congress or at any 
session since. Therefore, there was no Com
modity Credit Corporation or section 32 op
eration of potatoes for the 1951 or 1952 crop 
and none for the 1953 crop until the passage 
of section 5, Public Law 290, 83d Congress, 
which permitted the use of section 32 funds 
for limited purchases of potatoes. No addi
tional legislation has been passed affecting 
purchases or prices of potatoes. 

CONCLUSION 
This amendment, which would repeal sec

tion 5 of the act of March 31, 1950, is spon
sored as a matter of equity and justice. 
Irish potatoes are the only agricultural com
modity specifically excluded from the Agri
cultural Act of 1949. Although there is no 
desire on the part of the vast majority of 
our potato farmers for direct price supports 
in the foreseeable future, conditions might 
develop so that the Secretary of Agriculture 
would deem it advisable to support potato 
prices somewhere between 0 and 90 percent 
of parity. This amendment would give the 
Secretary complete discretion as to whether 
or not potato prices should be supported. I 
want the legislative record to show that this 
amendment should be in no way construed 
as a directive to the Secretary to reinstitute 
potato price supports unless, at his com
plete discretion, he deems it advisable. 

Potatoes should not be outside the regular 
framework of our agricultural laws. Pota
toes are one of our most im·portant agricul
tural crops. They are a staple commodity, 
a basic part of the American diet. The 
present discrimination in our agricultural 
laws against potatoes should be repealed as 
a matter of equity. It is hoped that the 
Senate will favorably consider the amend
ment proposed by the Senators from Mf~ne. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Maine 
[Mrs. SMITH] for herself and her col
league [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, has 
section 201, title 2, of the 1949 act, ever 
been completely repealed, the effect of 
which repeal would be to take out the 
provisions with regard to Irish potatoes? 
I think it has not been repealed, and 
therefore this language would make 
mandatory the support of Irish potatoes. 

Mr. AIKEN. No. As I understand 
the committee counsel, this does not 
make such support mandatory. 

Mr. President, on page 22 of the bill 
the Senator from New Mexico might 
read section 203, which provides: 

Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended ( 1) by deleting 
"Irish potatoes," from the first sentence 
thereof. 
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That takes them out of the mandatory 
price supports, according to the counsel. 

Mr. ANDERSON. While it takes them 
out, so far as this bill is concerned, 
should the amendment offer_ed by the 
senior Senator from Maine be adopted, 
potatoes would be supported between 60 
and 90 percent, although that program 
heretofore cost the Government $500 
million. Every time we have tried to 
get rid of price supports on potatoes by 
some device or other, we have never been 
able to get the Senators from Maine to 
agree with us. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the 
senior Senator from Maine yield in order 
that I may reply to the statement made 
by the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. PAYNE. This amendment simply 

removes potatoes from the mandatory 
price supports in accordance with the 
action taken in the House of Repre
sentatives, placing them under title III, 
which is a permissive provision, making 
price support possible if, in the discre
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture, it 
is deemed advisable, on a basis of from 
zero to 90 percent. It has been acted 
upon by the House, and this amendment 
merely restores the House language. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, section 203 is in the 
House bill, as I understand, and, there
fore, would not be in conference. It is 
true that if section 203 were thrown out 
and the amendment offered by the sen
ior Senator from Maine were included, 
we might get the result which the Sen
ator from New Mexico fears. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I remind the Sen

ator that section 203 will be in con
ference. On page 22 there is language 
indicating an intention to throw it into 
conference, and we shall end up with 60-
percent potato-price supports. I am not 
opposed to saying that we should have 
discretionary supports from zero to 90 
percent, but if anyone wants to know 
what it is like to support potatoes at 
90 percent and have them pile up by 
hundreds of millions of bushels, and 
have newspapers print stories about the 
Department of Agriculture spraying oil 
on them in order to burn them, let him 
come and talk to me. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand from 
counsel that the language offered by 
the Senator from Maine is identical 
with the language of the House bill 
and that it would not result in manda
tory support prices for potatoes. I am 
relying on the advice of counsel. Cer
tainly, there is no intent to restore 
mandatory supports for potatoes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
does the Senator from New Mexico have 
an amendment to offer which would cor
rect the situation which he thinks is 
wrong? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not question 
the intention or the good faith of the 
amendment at all. I know the Sena
tor wishes to accomplish the same thing 
we wish to accomplish, namely, that 
if the Secretary of Agriculture feels 
that at sometime he should have author
ity to support prices at a discretionary 

level between 60 and 90 percent, he may 
be able to do so. Frankly, I know the 
bill as it came to the Senate committee 
contained language which, after we had 
translated it back and forth 2 or 3 times, 
meant that price supports could go back 
on potatoes by a specific act of the Con
gress of the United States, provided 
there would never be price supports un
less some sort of control could be agreed 
on. That is what I wish to accomplish. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I am sure the 
amendment would make price supports 
permissive and not mandatory. We 
have no thought in Maine of asking for 
mandatory price supports. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The language in the 

House bill is not exactly identical with 
that in the Senate bill and the language 
of the proposed amendment of the 
Senator from Maine, but the purpose is 
identical. -

Mr. ANDERSON. Since the language 
in the House bill is not identical with 
that in the Senate bill, if we can have 
some sort of assurance from the able 
Senator from Maine and from ranking 
Members on the Democratic side of the 
aisle that we are not · going to bring 
in a conference report that would re
quire mandatory price supports on 
potatoes from 60 to 90 percent, I am 
satisfied. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am positive that there 
is no such intent on the part of the 
sponsors of the amendment, and I am 
sure there is no such intent on the part 
of the committee, either. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I do not 

think there is one Member of the Sen
ate committee or of the House commit
tee advocating mandatory supports for 
potatoes at 60 to 90 percent or from zero 
to 90 percent. I think the explanation 
of the Senator from Maine that she 
is not intending to do that should be 
sufficient. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Maine would assure the Senator 
from New Mexico that she would give 
the word of the Maine Senators to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry that the amendment 
would be permissive and not mandatory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Maine IMrs. SMITH] for 
herself and her colleague [Mr. PAYNE]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 8-5-54-D, and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 30, between 
lines 19 and 20, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

SEc. 310. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no land leased from the United 
States shall be allotted any acreage for the 

production of any commodity subject to 
marketing quotas. This provision shall not 
affect any acreage allotment made prior to 
the enactment of this act. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
do not intend to labor the point--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Kansas state how much 
time he yields to himself? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield to -myself 
about 8 minutes. I wish to say to the 
Members of the Senate that what the 
amendment does or is intended to do 
is to take care of this situation: During 
the war, and when we were preparing 

_for the defense of the Nation, the De
fense Department purchased by con
demnation or otherwise hundreds and 
hundreds of airports and military in
stallations in various places throughout 
the country. Since the war ended, 
many of those defense plants by way 
of air bases and other large tracts have 
been inactive. As a result of the inac
tivity at a number of those bases, many 
of which are in crop-producing areas, 
the Defense Department rightfully has 
leased for agricultural purposes to large 
operators or other operators many of 
the lands not now needed for defense 
purposes. 

I did some checking with the Defense 
Department, and I found that on April · 
1 of this year there were 2,816 active 
leases involving 1,477,214 acres of either 
farm land or grazing land. 

At present the situation is such that 
the Department of Agriculture, in the 
wisdom of its officials and because of the 
overall situation, has reduced acreages 
and imposed marketing quotas on cer
tain crops. I am speaking largely in 
terms of wheat. In certain areas it may 
apply to corn. 

I have ascertained from inquiries I 
have made, that in a number of these 
places, and in some of the installations, 
the Defense Department, not wanting to 
give a number of leases to small oper-

. a tors on contiguous acres adjacent to 
the leased bases, has refused to enter 
into contracts of leasing with the small 
farmers, but has leased to 1 or 2 indi
viduals having large holdings, to enable 
them to go into the production of crops 
which, under the Department of Agricul
ture's present policy, are being restricted 
to certain acreages. 

In other words, I do not believe it is 
good policy for one department of the 
Government to lease lands which it has 
purchased, and to which it has title, to 

- operators in order that they may produce 
crops which are now under marketing 
quotas. My amendment seeks to pre
vent exactly that situation. I may say 
to the Members of the Senate that I 
should much prefer to have the matter 
handled in an administrative way. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I want to be clear 

in my own thinking. I think the Sena
tor has given a satisfactory explanation, 
but unfortunately I was called out of the 
Chamber during a part of his remarks. 

As I understand, the amendment ap
plies only to the leasing of the types of 
land indicated, which have been used for 
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Army, Navy, or Air Force installations .. 
I assume. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. It is restricted to 

land which has been leased for the pur
pose of raising crops which are under 
marketing quotas and acreage limita
tions. Is that correct? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. So it would not in 

any way prevent the leasing of property 
for crops which are not involved in acre
age limitations and quotas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is absolutely 
correct. I may say further, for the in
formation of the Senate, that the provi
sions of my amendment would not affect 
any acreage allocations made prior to 
the enactment of the act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Therefore, no 
existing lease would in any way be in
validated by the amendment of the Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 
Mr. WILLIAMS . . Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL . . I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. The chairman of 

the committee is temporarily out of the 
Chamber. I have discussed the amend
ment with him, and he has said that he 
would have no objection to taking to 
conference the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment designated "7-29-
54-B," and ask that it be read. I offer 
it for myself and my colleague [Mr. 
HAYDEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 34, in line 12, 
after the period, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

In determining the amount of notice that 
Is reasonable in the case of tomatoes the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall give due con
sideration to the tim.e required for their 
transportation and entry into the United 
States after picking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Arizona please state the 
amount of time he desires to yield to 
himself? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield myself 2 
minutes. 

Mr. President, I have discussed the 
amendment with the two distinguished 
Senators from Florida, and also with the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont. 
They have informed me that they will 
accept the amendment. If I am not 
correct in my understanding, I hope the 
senior Senator from Florida will so in
form me. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield two minutes to me? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor

rect. We are willing to accept the 
amendment. As a matter of fact, we 
think that under the wording of the pro-

vision already in the bill perhaps the 
same result would be assured. But to 
make absolutely certain that the result 
desired will be assured-that is, that the 
time element concerned in the produc
tion and shipment of the tomatoes will 
be taken care of-we are willing to have 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona written into this section of 
the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself an additional minute, so 
that I may explain the amendment 
briefly. 

On the west coast of Mexico, in the 
States of Sonora, Sinoloa, and Tarnal
pais, below Arizona, there have been de
veloped in recent years a large number 
of acres which are now in production. 
One of the products which come out 
of northwestern Mexico is tomatoes. 
A great many persons from the United 
States are engaged in the agricultural 
business in those three states of Mexico, 
and the amendment has been offered to 
allow those persons time to get their 
tomatoes from the point of picking to 
the border, after a marketing agree
ment has been announced. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that certain material in connection 
with the situation be printed at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES 
AGRICOLAS DEL ESTADO DE 
SINALOA, 

June 1, 1953. 
COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION, 

Tariff Commission Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEJ.IEN: Reference is made to earlier 
exchanges of communications between your
selves and the un1.ersigned in regard to the 
importation into the United States from 
Mexico of fresh tomatoes produced in the 
latter country. 

On May 27, 1952, you held hearings in con
nection with the importation of fresh to
matoes from Cuba and Mexico, wherein 
there became involved a purported agree
ment made September 14, 1951, between 
representatives of growers of those two 
countries and of Florida for the imposition 
of quotas upon such importation. 

In consequence of action taken at a gen
eral meeting of the associations composing 
the undersigned confederation, the latter 
transmitted to you on July 14, 1952, a tele
gram which for present convenience is now 
quoted, in the following. language: 
"COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION, 

Tariff Commission Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

"Confederacion de Asociaciones Agricolas 
del Estado de Sinaloa in convention today as
sembled voted its absolute opposition to any 
quota based upon quantity of fresh tomatoes 
which may be imported into the United 
States of America from Mexico and its res
cission, cancellation, and nullification of any 
and all representation and actions hereto
fore made to the contrary. The views of 
our growers are that the imposition of such 
quotas in Mexico would require the use of 
governmental pressures prohibited by Mexi
co's fundamental principles guaranteeing 
freedom to the individual and that this 
association should not presume to usurp 
functions of the legally constituted Mexican 
authorities having jurisdiction in the matter 
of international trade agreements and ·~hat 
negotiations between this association and 

similar ~ssociations in other countries btt 
limited to improvement of the marketed 
product through voluntary restrictions upon 
quality, sizing and pack. Confirmation fol
lows by mail. 

"CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES 
AGRICOLAS DEL EsTADO DE SINALOA, 

"By C. A. CAREAGA, Its President." 
We have now been advised that the com

munication contained in such telegram 
should perhaps have been submitted in 12 
written counterparts. Upon the assumption 
that such advice is accurate, and in order 
to meet your requirements as fully as we 
may in the light of our understanding 
thereof, we now fully and explicitly ratify 
such telegram and herein repeat the content 
thereof in full, in 12 counterparts and in 
order that your entire membership may have 
full knowledge of the substance of our views 
and position. 

The Confederacion de Asociaciones Agri
colas del Estado de Sinaloa (Confederation 
of Agricultural Associations of the State of 
Sinaloa) comprises all the associations of 
growers of the State of Sinaloa, Mexico, who 
grow tomatoes for exPQrt to the United 
States in fresh condition. The growers 
composing these particular associations 
produce and export approximately 75 per
cent of all fresh tomatoes of Mexican origin 
which are imported into the United States. 
Growers constituting the membership of 
similar associations of the State of Tamauli
pas, Mexico, produce and export approxi
mately 15 percent of all fresh tomatoes of 
like origin and so imported. 

We ·are reliably informed that the associa
tions of the S"ftate .of Tamaulipas stated to 
you prior to your meeting of May 27, 1952, 
that neither they nor tl}.eir membership con
sented to nor agreed to the purported agree
ment above men'.;ioned. 

We therefore respectfully submit that it is 
clear that growers of approximately 90 per
cent of the fresh tomatoes produced in 
Mexico and exported to the United States 
are now in accord With the purported agree
ment of September 14, 1951, and that such 
growers are opposed to imposition of quotas 
upon the importation to the United States 
of fresh tomatoes grown in Mexico. 

Very truly yours, 
CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES AGRI• 

COLAS DEL EsTADO DE SINALOA, 
STATE OF ARIZONA, 

County of Santa Cruz, ss: 
I have examined the original and the copy 

above and I certify that the above is a true 
copy of the original. Dated at Nogales, Ariz .• 
this 3d day of December 1953. 

GEORGE R. MARTIN, 
Notary Public. 

My commission expires November 24, 1954. 

NovEMBER 5, 1953. 
Mr. S. R. SMITH, 

Director, Fruit and Vegetable Branch, 
Production and Marketing 

Administration, United States 
Department of Agriculture, 

Washington, D. C . . 
DEAR MR. SMITH: Mr. G. R. Roberts, the 

Panhandle Fruit Co., Amarillo, Tex., has 
turned over to us your letter written to him 
on November .3. 1953, a copy of which is 
enclosed. 

We believe there is some misunderstanding 
regarding a plan which was developed by the 
Florida Fruit and Vegetable Association con
cerning a proposed quota for Mexican-grown 
tomatoes imported into the United States. 
In your letter to Mr. Roberts you state that 
the plan was developed in cooperation with 
producer and governmental interests in Cuba 
and Mexico. 

So far as we can learn, the Governments of 
Cuba and Mexico have never taken any part 
in the development of this plan. 



13878 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 10 
An agreement is on file with the Commit

tee for Reciprocity Information, signed by 
representatives of Cuban and Mexican grow
ers' associations. However, those signing on 
behalf of growers' associations in the State 
of Sinaloa were without authority to make 
an agreement, or sign an agreement, for the 
association named. In order to clear up the 
matter, the Confederacion de Asociaciones 
Agricolas del Estado de Sinaloa ( Confedera
tion of Farmers Associations of the State of 
Sinaloa) sent a telegram to the Committee 
for Reciprocity Information on July 14, 1952, 
and sent a letter to that committee on June 
1. 1953. On May 22, 1953, and June 20, 1953, 
the confederation wrote letters to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry of the 
United States Senate, by way of clarification 
of this point with the Senate committee. 
The growers represented by the confedera
tion produce approximately 75 percent of all 
fresh tomatoes grown in Mexico for export. 

Prior to the hearing held on May 27-28, 
1952, by the Committee for Reciprocity In
formation tomato growers associations in 
the State of Tamaulipas, Mexico, met and 
revoked the agreement purportedly signed 
on their behalf in Mexico City on September 
14, 1951. -Information to that effect was 
forwarded to the Committee for Reciprocity 
Information prior to the hearing. Growers 
in the State of Tamaulipas produce approx
imately 15 percent of all tomatoes grown in 
Mexico for export to the United States. To
gether, the State of Sinaloa and. Tamaullpas 
produce approximately 90 percent of all 
tomatoes exported from Mexico to 'the United 
States. 

So far as we know, the growers in the State 
of Sonora, Mexico, are the only ones who 
made an agreement with Florida and Cuba 
and who now consider themselves bound by 
that agreement. The State of sOnora pro
duces approximately 10 percent of all to
matoes grown in Mexico for export. 

In view of the above, we do not believe 
that it can be said that an agreement be
tween Florida, Cuba, and Mexico associa
tions, or growers, exists today, nor has any 
such agreement existed insofar as growers 
who produce approximately 90 percent of 
tomatoes grown in Mexico for export to the 
United States since July 14, 1952, when the 
Confederacion de Asociaciones Agricolas del 
Estado de Sinaloa sent the telegram to the 
committee. 

Of course there would seem to be no rea
son, legally, why the United States, acting 
unilaterally, could not place a quota on im
ports of Mexican tomatoes. However, under 
the Trade Agreement Act, it would seem 
that Florida, or other domestic growers of 

tomatoes, must first show they are injured,' 
or threatened with injury, by imports. We 
believe that no domestic growers have yet 
shown any injury, or threat of injury. 

We would appreciate a letter outlining 
your views on the question of whether any 
agreement exists between growers or their 
associations in Florida, Cuba, and Mexico. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE R. MARTIN, 

Secreta1·y-Manager. 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLDWATER 

Since the war, using the 1946-47 season 
as the first complete postwar season, Florida 
has more than tripled their shipments, while 
Mexican imports have fallen off about 1,600 
carloads when the 1946-47 season is com
pared with the current season ending May 
29, 1954. Cuban shipments have, in recent 
years, fallen to such a low point that they 
are negligible. 

During the season ending May 29, 1954, 
USDA figures show on their June 1, 1954 
weekly summary of fruit and vegetable car
lot shipments that Florida showed an in
crease over 1952-53 season from 17,159 car
loads of tomatoes to 18,789 carloads-an in
crease of 1,630 cars. Also, it showed that 
imports from Mexico fell from 7,515 cars to 
5,895 cars, a loss of 1,620 cars. 

Facts appear · to indicate that increased 
production in Florida and ·not excessive 
amounts of imports may be the cause of 
any surpluses that may develop. 

The 1949-50 season distribution of to
matoes imported from west Mexico shows 
only 286 carloads shipped to the Eastern 

United States, while' 3,145 cars were shipped 
to the West, and 1,215 to the Midwest. 

There are sound economic reasons for this 
distribution when we consider the geo
graphic locations of production areas in re
lation to the distribution. Freight rates 
from Florida to the West far exceed those 
from west Mexico, and the reverse is true 
from Florida to the Eastern United States. 
Therefore, freight rates, time in transit, 
and condition on arrival are dominant fac
tors which must be considered prior to estab
lishing quotas of any sort on the shipment 
of winter vegetables. 

Comparing total tomato shipments from 
Florida, 18,789 cars in the season just closed 
with 5,895 cars from Mexico during the same 
season, it is. easy to recognize that any limi
tation by the Secretary of Agriculture, with 
not less than 3 days' notice, would place an 
undue hardship on the Western half of the 
United States that would cause excessive 
price rises in the markets which would 
otherwise not occur. 

We have used figures for tomatoes because 
they represent 85 to 90 percent of winter 
vegetables imported from Mexico and Cuba. 
For example, using the · same 8 postwar years 
as a basis for comparison, west Mexico 
shipped 615 cars of green peppers in the sea
son just ending, compared to an 8-year aver
age of 713 cars, and 236 cars of green peas 
compared to the 8-year average of 252 cars. 
This again shows that any serious over
production is not due to imports when we 
consider United States population growth 
and economic condition during these 8 years. 

Tomatoes, fresh, imports into the United States by country of origin, fiscal years 1944-45 
to 1953-54 

:In thousands of pounds] 

Country of origin 

Fiscal year British 
Canada Mexico Cuba West Other Total 

Indies 

-----------------~----------------·l-------1---------1·-------1--------------------
1944-45 _____ ----------------------------------------
1945-46. --------------------------------------------
1946-47--------------------------------------- ------
1947-48 .... ---------'.. ----- ------- - ------------------
1948-49 ________ - ----------------- - ------------------
1949-50. --------------------------------------------
195(}-51_ ____ -- --------------------------------------
1951-52 .... -----------------------------------------
1952-53 .... --------------- --------------------------
1953-54 1 __ -----·---------------------:- ------------

I Incomplete, July 1953- April1954. 

985 
1, 411 
1, 492 
1, 676 
2, 756 

731 
2,106 
1, 736 
3, 531 
2,806 

192,677 
168,243 
235,432 
233,665 
169,282 
142,852 
141,626 
171,307 
191,538 
139,168 

15,948 
32,723 
24,668 
26,677 
30,667 
23,469 
26,853 
17,263 
15,738 
14,354 

1,264 
686 

1,555 
1,493 
1, 691 
3, 294 
4,163 
2,010 
4,106 
2,187 

0 
2 

21 
15 
28 

769 
302 

2 
286 
12 

210,874 
203,065 
263,168 
263,526 
204,424 
171,115 
175,050 
192,318 
215,199 
158,527 

Tomatoes, . commercial crop for processing: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 1951, 
1952, and 1953 

H arvested acreage 
State 

Yield per acre (tons, 
2,000 pounds) Production (tons, 2,000 pounds) Price per ton 1 Value (thousands) 

1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 

------ ------------- ----- ---------- ----- -----
New York ____________ 20,000 18,800 16,600 9. 5 12.6 10.6 190,000 236,900 176,000 $32.70 $33.20 $30.90 $6,213 $7,865' $5,438 
N ew Jersey_---------- 34,000 34,000 27,700 9.3 5.5 10.8 316,200 187,000 299,200 34.00 34.60 33.30 10,751 6,470 9,963 
P ennsylvania_-------- 23,600 26,100 24,800 9. 2 6.8 8.4 217,100 177,500 208,300 33.30 34.40 30.90 7, 229 6,106 6,436 
Ohio. ___ -------------- 18, 100 23,000 20,200 9. 5 9.0 11.6 172,000 207,000 234,300 30.20 31.40 30.80 5,194 6, 500 7,216 Indiana _______________ 49,000 48,000 33,800 8. 5 6.0 9.0 416,500 288,000 304,200 31.00 30.00 28.60 12,912 8,640 8, 700 lllinois ________________ 12,600 12,400 11,000 8.1 8.9 10.3 102,100 110,400 113,300 29.30 27.90 32.20 2, 992 3,080 3,648 
Michigan __ ----------- 8,100 8,100 7,000 7.1 8.2 10.9 57,500 66,400 76,300 29.50 29.00 30.40 1,696 1, 926 2,320 Wisconsin _____________ 1,400 900 900 6.0 11.0 11.5 8,400 9, 900 10,400 28.00 25.20 31.00 235 249 322 
Iowa .. ---------------- 1, 700 1,400 1,600 3.4 8. 2 6.8 5,800 11,500 10,900 27.40 30.50 30.40 159 351 331 Missouri ______________ 6,000 4,500 1, 700 3.0 2. 7 1.5 18,000 12,200 2,600 39.50 49.00 27.30 711 598 71 
Delaware. __ ---------- 4,100 6,000 3,300 7.5 5. 2 8.1 30,800 31,200 26,700 37.50 41.80 35.20 1,155 1,304 940 

t1~~~fa~~~============ 
23,700 24,400 18,000 7.4 5.3 7.0 175,400 129,300 126,000 36.80 42.40 42.10 6,455 5,482 5,305 
18, 600 16,000 13,400 5.0 3.4 3.2 93,000 54,400 42,900 35.60 40,20 26.70 3,311 2,187 1,145 

South Carolina ________ 2, 700 300 400 1.8 1.7 2.0 4, 900 500 800 35.00 35.00 33.00 172 18 26 Florida ________________ 8,500 6, 500 6, 700 4. 9 4.4 4.2 42,030 28,650 28,430 33.50 27.70 24.00 1,407 795 683 
Kentucky------------- 1, 600 1, 200 1,200 4. 2 2.6 4. 7 6, 700 3,100 5,600 32.60 40.00 29.90 218 124 167 'l'ennessee _____________ 1, 900 2,000 500 3.0 2.0 1.8 5, 700 4,000 900 36.00 40.00 3().00 205 160 27 .Arkansas .... __________ 6,000 4,800 2,000 2. 7 3.0 2. 0 16,200 14,400 4,000 42.40 51.00 28.30 687 734 114 Oklahoma _____________ 500 300 ----- --- -- 2.0 1.0 -------- 1,000 300 ----·-s;ooo- 35.00 50.00 -------- 35 15 --------
'l' exas. ---------------- 18,500 12, 000 8,000 1.9 1.8 1.0 35,200 21,600 47.00 30.00 17.00 1,654 648 

1 Season a vemge price recci ved by growers. The season falls in the calendar year. 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 13879 
Tomatoes, commercial crop for processing: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 1951, 

1952, and 1953-Continued · 

Harvested acreage Yield per acre (tons, Production (tons, 2,000 pounds) Price per ton 1 Value (thousands) 2,000 pounds) 
State 

1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 
------------- -----------------

Colorado __ ------------ 3,400 2,600 2,600 7. 2 9. 8 10.2 24,500 25, 500 26,500 $26. 80 $25.60 $26.70 $657 $653 $708 
Utah ____ ------- _------ 7,600 6,900 7,200 13.1 11.0 14.0 99,600 75,900 100,800 27.60 . 26.00 24.10 2, 749 1, 973 2,429 
California _____ ------ __ 148,300 112,900 81,000 14.9 16.1 17.6 2,210, 000 1, 817,700 1,425, 600 30.20 . 25.50 23.00 66,742 46,351 32,789 
Other States 2 _ ________ 3,930 3,000 2, 700 4. 7 3.4 3. 7 18,440 10,100 10,100 31. 70 36.20 34.40 585 366 347 

-------· ------------------ -----------------
Total, all States_ 423,830 376,100 292,300 10.06 9. 37 11.09 4, 267,070 3, 523,450 3, 241,830 31.40 29.10 27.50 134,124 102,595 89,261 

1 Season average price received by growers. The season falls in the calender year. 2 .Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oregon, Washington, and West Virginia. 

Tomatoes, commercial crop for fresh market: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 
1951, 1952 and 1953 

I 

Acreage1 Yield per acr: Production (thousand Price per bushel Value 3 (thousands) (bushels 2) bushels 2) 
Seasonal group and State 

1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 
----------------------------------------------

Winter: Florida, south __________ 11,200 16,200 13,700 190 185 180 2,128 2, 997 2,466 $6.55 $4.45 $4.70 $13,938 $13,337 $11,590 
Early spring: 

},lorida __ ------------------- 23,200 22,300 24,400 185 195 155 4, 292 4,348 3, 782 4.50 4.85 4.15 19,314 21,088 15,695 
Texas. lower valley __ ------- 28,000 25, ·200 35,000 50 65 60 1,400 I, 638 2,100 2.15 2.60 2. 80 3,010 4,259 5,880 
Ca 1ifornia. __ ---------------- 4,600 3,800 3,500 290 260 350 1,334 988 1, 225 4.80 6. 25 5.00 6, 403 6,175 6,125 -------- ---------------------------------------

Group total.-------------_ 55,800 51,300 62,900 126 136 113 7,026 6, 974 7,107 4.09 4. 52 3. 90 28,727 31,522 27,700 
---------------------------------------------------

Late spring: 
24,000 70 Texas, other ________________ 28, 000 23,000 60 40 1, 960 1,440 920 2.00 5,50 5.20 3, 920 7,920 4, 784 Louisiana. __________________ 1,100 1, 100 600 75 70 60 82 77 36 3. 70 5.50 8.00 303 424 288 Mississippi_ _________________ 1,000 . . 1,000 2,000 50 50 30 50 50 60 1. 30 4.60 6. 75 65 230 40.5 South Carolina ______________ 3,800 4,300 4,800 65 65 65 247 280 312 2.15 4.20 6.30 531 1, 176 1, 966 

Georgia _______ -------------- 11,600 11,000 12,000 70 75 75 812 825 900 2. 35 3.45 4.50 1, 908 2,846 4,050 
---------------------------------------------------

Group totaL-------------- 45,500 41,400 42,400 69 65 53 3, 151 2,672 2,228 2.13 4. 71 5.16 6, 727 . ' 12,596 11,493 
--------------------------------------- --------

Early summer: 
California _____ ._ ••• ---._ •• __ 7,500 7,500 8,200 275 320 320 2,062 2,400 2,624 3.40 4.30 4.45 7,011 10,320 11,677 Alabama _________ ----- ______ 5,000 4,500 5,000 80 70 75 . 400 315 375 2.50 4.40 3.90 1,000 1,386 1,462 Arkansas _________ --- ________ 5,300 3, 900 3,400 105 75 60 ·556 292 204 2.30 6.05 6.45 1,118 1, 767 1,316 Tennessee ___________________ 3,100 2,500 2,000 130 85 85 403 212 170 1. 30 4. 60 4.80 472 975 816 
~or~h. Carolina _____________ 2,400 2,200 2, 700 85 80 70 204 176 189 ·1.30 4.00 4. 90 265 704 926 
V trgmJa ______________ ------- 3,200 6,000 7,900 185 180 195 592 1,080 1,540 1.45 3.15 2.10 858 3,402 3,234 
Kentucky------------------- 350 450 700 160 130 75 56 58' 52 2. 40 5~ 90 4.35 134 342 226 

~~~!-=================== 
1,000 950 1,000 120 85 90 120 81 90 3. 70 7.30 7. 20 444 591 648 
2,200 2,100 2,000 95 75 75 209 158 150 3.95 7.00 6.30 826 1,106 945 

Ohio --------------=-------- 1,300 1,300 1,300 215 200 215 280 260 280 5.10 5.60 6.20 1,428 1,456 1, 736 Maryland ___________________ 3,000 2,900 2,800 200 195 205 600 566 574 2.60 2.60 3.15 1,560 1,472 1,808 Delaware ___________ ---- ____ 600 550 450 180 160 185 108. 88 83 2. 25 2.80 3.00 243 246 249 
--------------------------- ------------------------Group totaL ______________ 34,950 34,850 37,450 160 163 169 5,590 5,686 6,331 2.80 4.18 3.96 15,359 23,767 25,043 
--------------------------------------------------

Late summer: 
New Jersey----------------- 9,000 9,500 8,600 220 155 195 1,980 1,472 1,677 2.95 3.05 3.30 5,841 4,490 li,534 Washington ••• ___________ --_ 2,000 2,100 1,800 310 280 265 620 588 477 2.60 2.55 2.05 1,612 1,499 978 
Oregon _____ ----------------- 1,200 1, 200 1,300 275 250 220 330 300 286 3.55 2.95 3.35 1,172 885 944 Pennsylvania _______________ 2, 700 2,900 3,400 220 210 190 594 609 646 1.90 2.45 . 2.10 1,129 1,492 1,357 Ohio, other __________________ 3,600 3,400 . 3,400 180 165 175 648 561 595 2. 65 4.05 3. 60 1, 717 2,272 2,142 
Indiana _______ -------------- 3, 700 3, 700 3,500 140 130 125 518 481 438 2.50 5.00 5.00 1,295 2,405 2,190 
Dlinois, other--------------- 1, 500 1,300 1,300 110 110 115 165 143 150 2.20 2.35 1.80 363 336 270 
Iowa _______ ----------------- 550 470 450 100 ' 130 125 55 61 56 2.00 2.40 2.25 110 146 126 Connecticut _________________ 1,800 1,800 1,900 270 250 300 486 450 570 4.30 4.80 3.40 2,090 2,160 1,938 Rhode Island _______________ 390 430 460 290 340 300 113 146 138 3. 70 4.30 3.35 418 628 462 
Massachusetts __ ------------ 1, 700 1, 700 1, 700 295 310 320 502 527 544 4.20 4. 70 3.60 2,108 2,477 1, 958 New York __________________ 8,500 8,000 7, 700 225 245 245 1, 912 1, 960 1,886 2.10 2.45 2.40 4,015 4,802 4,526 
Michigan.------------------ 7,600 7, 700 8,100 170 175 160 1,292 1,348 1,296 2.50 3.25 3.15 3,230 4,381 4,082 
Colorado __ ---. _____ -_--_---- 1,500 1,600 1,600 225 300 300 338 480 480 2. 35 2.30 1. 70 794 I, 104 816 
Utah ____ -------------------- 270 200 200 250 230 270 68 46 54 2.00 2.00 1. 50 136 92 81 
Alabama ___ ----------------- 2,300 2,100 2,300 65 45 45 150 94 104 2. 65 3.65 3.00 398 343 312 

---------------------------------------------------
Group totaL-------------- 48,310 48,100 47,710 202 193 197 9, 771 9, 266 9,397 2. 70 3.18 2. 95 26,428 29,512 27,716 

-------------------------------------------------Early fall: California ____________ 19,000 15,700 16,000 
Late fall: 

265 310 310 5,035 4,867 4,960 3. 90 3. 95 3.10 19, ~36 19,225 15,376 
'l'exas _______________________ 4,800 10,000 6,000 50 55 60 240 550 360 4. 50 2. 50 4.60 1,080 1, ~75 I , 656 Florida ____________ •• _______ _ 8,500 11,900 9,400 185 125 125 1, 572 1, 488 1,175 4. 95 5.00 6.00 7, 781 7,440 7,050 

------------------------------------· --- --------
Group totaL-------------- 13,300 21,900 15,400 136 93 100 1,812 2,038 1, 535 4.89 4.33 5. 67 8,861 8,815 8, 706 

------------------------ ---------------------------
All States----------------- 228,060 229,450 235,560 151 150 144 34,513 34,500 34,024 3.48 4.02 3. 75 119,676 138, 774 127,624 

I Acreage available for harvest, including mature acre~ge abandoned or only 
partially harvested because of low prices or other economic factors. 

2 Approximately 53 pounds. 

3 Value 1s for the marketing season or crop year and does not correspond to calendar· 
year income. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment to the committee amendment of
fered by the junior Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. GoLDWATER] for himself and 
on behalf of the senior Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 8-4-54-E, and ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment on page 34, line 9, 
before the period, it . is proposed to in-

sert the following: "or comparable re
strictions promulgated hereunder." 

On page 34, line 12, after the period, 
insert the following: 

Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
finds that the application of the restric
tions under a marketing order to an import
ed commodity is not practicable because of 
variations in characteristics between the 
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domestic and imported commodity he shall 
establish with respect to the imported com
modity such grade, size, quality, and ma
turity restrictions by varieties, types, or other 
classifications as he finds will be equivalent 
or comparable to those imposed upo~ the 
domestic commodity under such order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Florida ask to have his 
amendments considered en bloc? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I so request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendments will be considered en bloc. 
How much time does the Senator from 

Florida yield to himself? 
Mr. HOLLAND. Two minutes will be 

adequate for me to explain the amend
ment. 

Mr. President, the amendment is ad
dressed to the same provision as has just 
been discussed by the able junior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER], and as 
was discussed a few minutes ago by the 
able senior Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH], at the time her amendment, 
which included Irish potatoes with the 
other commodities already covered by 
this provision of the bill, was offered and 
adopted. 

My amendment, which is offered at the 
request of the Department of Agricul
ture, simply recognizes the fact that cer
tain commodities-and I am thinking 
particularly of tomatoes moving from 
outside the United States into this coun
try-may have grade, size, quality or ma
turity restrictions applying to them 
under the laws of the foreign country, 
or under the customs of the industry in 
the foreign country, which are different 
from those which are applicable in this 
Nation. 

In such cases, under the terms and pro
visions of the amendment, the Secre
tary of Agriculture would be allowed to 
prescribe the equivalent or comparable 
standards, which would allow the produc
tion of the foreign country to move 
freely. 

I understand that the two Senators 
from Arizona have no objection to the 
amendment; I have also talked with the 
two Senators from Maine, and they have 
no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] to the committee amend
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment on page 25, after line 
6, it is proposed to insert a new section, 
as follows: 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield myself 5 min
utes. I should like to have the attention 
of the distinguished senior Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

Mr. President, this is a matter which I 
discussed with the Senator from Vermont 
on another occasion. So far as I can 
ascertain, there is no objection to the 
amendment. It has already been 
adopted by the House in the form of a 
joint resolution. 

The amendment proposes to make feed 
grains available at the point of storage, 
at a price which is somewhat less than 
the price which the Commodity Credit 
Corporation must obtain under existing 
law. 

A report issued by the House indicates 
by quantities and by States what the 
amendment would mean in price per 
bushel, in the case of barley, corn, and 
other grains. 

While the amendment is not designed 
particularly as a drought relief measure, 
yet because some corn is being held in 
areas where it is necessary to have feed, 
on the theory that the price will appre
ciate, there is need for corn by various 
feeders, unless they are impelled to 
slaughter their livestock. I think this 
provision was adopted by the House, not
ing, of course, that it is necessary to make 
feed supplies available at a proper price 
in some of the areas where adequate 
supplies are not available at the present 
time. I referred to the conversation I 
had with the chairman of the committee 
on this subject. It is my understanding 
that the amendment will be accepted and 
taken to conference. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I un
derstand, a measure containing this pro
vision passed the House last week, un
der a suspension of the rules. It pro
vides that Government-stored corn may 
be sold at the support level plus 10 per
cent. I would want it understood that 
the support level plus 10 percent applies 
to the support level within the commer
cial corn area, however. Otherwise some 
parts of the country might be getting 
corn for about 25 percent less than 
would be paid in other parts of the 
country. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is my under
standing. I believe that point was em
phasized in a letter from the Depart
ment of Agriculture to the chairman of 
the House Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. AIKEN. With that understand
ing, I beileve the amendment will be 
very helpful, not only to take to confer
ence but to retain in the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Am I to under
stand that the amendment of the Sen
ator from Illinois would permit the sale 
of stored corn at the point of storage 
in an area where it may be needed, at a 
price not more than 10 percent above 
the support level? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

SEc. 206. That, notwithstanding the provi
sions of section 407 of the Agricultural Acto! 
1949, as amended, or of any other law, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized 
until March 1, 1955, to sell at the point o! 
storage any feed grain owner by the corpo
ration at 10 percent above the current sup
port price for the commodity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation would, of course, bear 
some losses under the proposal. Is that 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the correct? 
Senator from Illinois state the amount Mr. DffiKSEN. There may be losses. 
of time he desires to yield to himself? I am not at all sure. However, let me 

point out that in Minnesota, for exam
ple, where oats might be used as feed 
in some of the dairy areas, it is indicated 
that if, under existing law, 105 percent 
of parity plus charges had to be paid, 
as of March 1954, oats could be· sold for 
93 cents a bushel. If this provision pre
vails and remains in the bill, it will be 
required that the product be sold at only 
10 percent above the support price, and 
the farmers could buy the product at 
79 cents a bushel. So there is a differ
ential of about 15 cents available to 
feeders, where there is authority for it, 
and there would be a comparable ar
rangement as regards corn, oats, and 
grain sorghums. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What does the 
Senator from Illinois think that will do 
to the general market areas of the coun
try in the normal market place? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The provision is per· 
missive in nature, but it will give the 
Department an opportunity to meet feed 
needs where there are stringent short· 
ages, but where, at the same time a 
widespread emergency condition cannot 
be said to exist. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Illinois for his explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] to the committee amendment 
on page 25, after line 6. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendments identified as No. 6 
and No. 7, and I ask that they be con
sidered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33, 
in line 1, it is proposed to strike out "fix- . 
ing or." 

On page 32, in lines 6 and 7, it is pro
posed to strike out "a majority of.'' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments of the Sen
a tor from Florida will be considered en 
bloc. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if any 
Senator desires to be informed on the 
amendments, which are very simple, I 
shall be glad to speak on them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments of the Senator from Florida to the 
committee amendment on page 33, line 
1, and on page 32, lines 6 and 7. 

The amendments to the amendment 
were agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk, which I ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware to the committee amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 21 in 
the committee amendment, beginning 
with line 2, with the words "the Secre
tary", it is proposed to strike out thro~gh 
the word "in" in line 4, and insert in lleu 
thereof "there are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated.'' 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 

purpose of this amendment is to carry 
out a policy previously adopted by Con
gress about 2 years ago, when Congress 
repealed the authority of the Treasury 
Department to cancel notes of the Com
modity Credit Corporation, and required 
the agency to come to Congress for di
rect appropriations. This amendment 
would strike out the new cancellation 
authority proposed in the bill, and at 
the same time authorize the necessary 
appropriations. It would make no dif
ference at all in the cost of the program, 
but it would make a great difference in 
the bookkeeping methods of the agency. 

I do not think the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
has any objection to the amendment, 
although he does not happen to be pres
ent in the Chamber. I think the ma
jority leader received the understand
ing, as I did, that the chairman of the 
committee would not oppose the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the committee 
amendment on page 21, beginning with 
line 2. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to fur
ther amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
have another amendment which I should 
like to have considered at this time, 
identified as "8-3-54-G." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing new title: 

TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEc. 801. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no feed for livestock or seed 
for planting shall be furnished to farmers, 
ranchers, or stockmen pursuant to Public 
Law 875, 81st Congress ( 42 U. S. C. 1855 and 
the following), Public Law 115, 83d Con
gress, first session, Public Law 357, 83d Con
gress, second session, Public Law 480, 83d 
Congress, second session, or pursuant to any 
other law as a disaster relief measure, unless, 
in addition to such administrative costs as 
may be assumed by the State, the State in 
which such feed or seed is furnished agrees 
to contribute such percentage, not less than 
25 nor more than 50, as the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall determine to be equitable 
of that part of the cost, including transpor
tation, of such feed or seed which is not paid 
for by the recipients thereof. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope the Senator 
from Delaware will not press his amend
ment. I remind him that drought con
ditions exist in many parts of this coun
try. Farmers in those areas have not 
been notified that they will not be able 
to participate in the program unless 
their States have participated to the 
extent of at least 25 percent. There 
may be States which have enacted 
no laws providing that they partici
pate to the extent of 25 percent. I 

am not thinking particularly of my 
State, but Colorado, for example, is now 
participating in the program designed to 
relieve drought suffering. The south
eastern part of Colorado is in extremely 
bad condition, and should be receiving 
drought relief. The great central por
tion of Texas is in a drought area. That 
area may be relieved by current rain. 

While it may be satisfactory for the 
Congress to adopt a law in January that 
would become retroactive after a time 
during which States would have an op
portunity to submit measures to their 
own legislatures to put up money under 
the program, I think it would be bad, at 
this late hour just before adjournment, 
to agree to such an amendment, when 
the drought is as bad as it is. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
perfectly willing to make the effective 
date 60 days after the enactment of the 
provision, which would give the States 
necessary time to act. It seems to me 
that any State which requires Federal 
assistance should be able to put up a 
minimum of 25 percent to help its own 
farmers. There does not exist a State 
which is not financially better able to 
participate in the program than is the 
Federal Government. I think there 
would be much better administration if 
some method of State participation were 
provided for. 

It seems to me that by means of the 
present arrangement, the Federal Gov
ernment has given open encouragement 
for every State or ever~ county to try 
to have itself declared a disaster area, in 
order that it may obtain cheap feed. 

We are receiving a number of com
plaints from states or counties or farm
ers who may be directly across the 
boundary line from a State or county in 
which such relief is received. They 
complain because they are not receiving 
the same treatment that is received by 
their neighbors who live just across the 
boundary line. A certain amount of 
such complaints cannot be avoided, of 
course. However, I believe that by hav
ing some degree of State participation, 
it will be possible to avoid having many 
recommendations for such relief either 
solicited or approved on a political basis, 
rather than on a basis of actual need. 
I have modified my amendment, so as to 
provide that a minimum State partici
pation of 25 percent would be required, 
and a maximum of 50 percent. That 
would mean that the Government could 
pay anywhere from 50 to 75 percent of 
the cost of the program. 

Certainly any State which requests 
assistance from the Federal Government 
should be willing to pay a minimum of 
25 percent. I believe such an arrange
ment would avoid a repetition of certain 
cases to which reference was made on 
the :floor of the Senate a few weeks ago, 
wherein ranches, such as the King 
Ranch and other large millionaire 
ranches, were feeding their livestock 
from the Federal Trea ury. Certainly 
the program was never intended to oper
ate in that way. 

The drought relief program bill was 
passed by Congress, and I supported it, 
and I would do so again. But the bill 
was passed with only one thought in 

mind, namely, that we would help dis
tressed areas and farmers in those areas 
who were in a distressed condition, so 
as possibly to enable them to save their 
farms. The program was never in
tended as a relief program for those who 
did not need it. After all, the pro
gram was established on a basis quite 
similar to that of the survivors and old
age insurance program, namely, to help 
those who were unable to help them
selves. 

That does not mean that Congress 
ever intended to have the farmers who 
receive this aid take a pauper's oath. 
That was not required, inasmuch as they 
were called upon to request the aid be
cause of circumstances beyond their con
trol. However, I think we can limit and 
better control this demand on the Fed
eral Treasury if we require some degree 
of State participation, rather than to 
have the program continue with the 
Federal Government contributing the 
whole cost. Local supervision would 
eliminate its misuse. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. It occurs to me that the 

objective of the amendment of the Sena
tor from Delaware is good. I think any
one who has observed the administra
tion of one of these programs knows 
there is considerable complaint to the 
effect that some persons who receive 
relief of this type do not need it or, at 
least, do not need it in the degree in 
which they receive it, if all aid of this 
sort is given without a requirement of 
any contribution by either the State or 
the recipient. 

However, I think the point raised by 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is most pertinent in this 
connection. 

Just a moment ago I read on the news 
ticker that my home county of Custer, 
S. Dak., is requesting relief. It hap
pens that conditions in the adjoining 
county of Wyoming, so I was told some 
days ago by the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. BARRETT], are identical with the 
conditions in my home county, as he 
observed the situation as he :flew over 
the country by airplane, and saw the 
conditions existing both in that part of 
Wyoming and in the adjoining part of 
South Dakota, just across the boundary 
line. 

So it would not surprise me to learn 
that the two counties in South Dakota 
just to the south of Wyoming and im
mediately adjacent to the boundary line 
seek relief, because it is obvious that 
when such a condition develops it does 
not stop at a county or State boundary 
line. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But would not the 
Senator from South Dakota agree with 
me that the State of South Dakota 
should be able to pay frcm 25 percent 
to 50 percent of the cost of the program, 
if it is needed in that area? 

Mr. CASE. I was referring to the way 
such conditions develop and spread. 

The fact that just across the boundary 
line, the farmers are receiving relief, 
makes those who live on the other side 
of the boundary line think they should 
receive some assistance, too. 
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I would not contend that the State of 

South Dakota would not :find it possible 
to put up 25 percent, or that in many 
instances the ranchers themselves could 
not put up 25 percent. 

If the amendment is adopted, I think 
it should make it possible for the relief 
program to proceed without requiring 
special meetings of the State legisla
tures. In many cases I think the 
ranchers themselves would feel that they 
were receiving sufficient subsidy relief 
if the Government paid 75 percent and 
if the ranchers themselves or if the State 
paid the remaining 25 percent. 

However, the language of the amend
ment, as it is now drawn. requires that 
not less than 25 percent, nor more than 
50 percent of the cost must be assumed 
by the State. I am sure that my State 
is without authority to accept such re
lief, as the matter now stands. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. To overcome that 
objection I would be willing to modify 
the amendment, so as to make the effec
tive date 60 or 90 days from the date of 
enactment of the till. In that way the 
State of South Dakota or any other 
State in which such an emergency situ
ation exists could easily call its legisla
ture into session. 

I think there is a great deal of merit 
to the suggestion of the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] that we 
should not disrupt this program over
night. It cannot be said that the 
ranchers would not be able or willing to 
make any payment at all. However at 
the present time the question of State 
contribution is left to the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture and has 
not been required. I believe that to the 
extent the Government takes a loss on 
the feed, by selling it below cost, to that 
extent a minimum of 25 percent of such 
cost should be furnished by the States 
involved. 

Mr. President, I now modify the 
amendment, so as to provide that its 
effective date shall be 90 days after the 
enactment of the bill. 

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator from 
Delaware take notice of the fact that 
most of the State legislatures will have 
their regular meetings in January? 
Since it will be practically the first of 
September before the bill is enacted into 
law, upon being signed by the President, 
if we provide for exactly 90 days, we 
might force the legislatures to bold spe
cial sessions about mid-December, 
whereas for the most part the legisla
tures will meet, in any event, on the sec
ond or third day of January, following 
the biennial election. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I really think this 
formula should be placed into effect at 
an early date, and I understand that 
the Secretary of Agriculture could do 
so by means of Executive order. He 
could work out some such arrangement 
with the States. Such an arrangement 

as worked out last year in the hay pro
gram. Under that program several of 
the States contributed 50 percent. The 
States will be able to make a similar 
arrangement under the same authority. 

Mr. CASE. They might or th ey might 
n ot be able to. It appears to me to be 
difficult to know tha t , wi thout making 
an examination of the pertinent statutes 

of the several States which are involved 
in the program. 

I am not particularly concerned about 
this matter, because my State would not 
be greatly affected, inasmuch as--fortu
nately-only 1 or 2 counties of my State 
would be affected to any great extent. 
However, it seems to me that if the Sen
ator from Delaware wishes to save money 
by means of the amendment, he should 
not require the State legislatures to hold 
meetings on the first of December, inas
much as ordinarily they would meet only 
a few weeks later. The arrangement 
made should be such that the State leg
islatures, when they meet in the early 
days of January, will be able to take 
coanizance of the amendment at that 
time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Delaware that I have some 
sympathy for his motives in connection 
with this matter, because, as he does, I 
feel that we should expect the States to 
assume their responsibility and to live 
up to their responsibility in connection 
with this matter. 

However, it seems to me that the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela
ware would establish a principle which 
would be very difficult to live up to in 
connection with the various kinds of dis .. 
tress which we are called upon to meet. 

I wish to call the attention of the Sen
ator from Delaware to the fact that we 
more often have huge floods than we 
have huge or widespread droughts. I 
wish to call his attention to the fact that 
there are other kinds of natural dis
asters ; and in the case of every disaster 
that I know anything about, the local 
community has to carry the largest part 
of the load; the persons who are affected 
have to carry the largest part of the 
load, despite any assistance which may 
be furnished by the Federal Govern
ment. 

If there were to develop another one 
of the vast dust bowls which we have 
previously experienced, and which even 
now may be imminent in some areas, 
I, for one, would not wish to have a sit
uation occur wherein we would expect 
the States which already are very hard 
hit to meet a fixed standard in respect 
to contlibutions. 

Let me say to the Senator from Dela
ware that the discretion vested in the 
Secretary of Agriculture in this field, 
and in the General Services Adminis
tration in other fields, already permits 
the requiring of reasonable participa
tion. 

I was in the drought area last summer, 
along with my distinguished friend, the 
senior Senator from Kansas, who now is 
on the floor; and I am sure the Senator 
from Kansas will remember, as I do, that 
at that very time the question of sup
plying hay to areas which had no hay of 
their own came up, and that the ruling 
by the Secretary of Agriculture-and, 
personally, I thought it was a fair and 
friendly ruling-was that the States had 
to carry, with reference to the supply 
of hay, over a rather indefinite period, 
a much larger percentage of the total 

expenditure than bad been required in 
the earlier stages of the program. 

I hope the distinguished Senator will 
not insist upon this amendment, which 
does not relate at all to the subject mat
ter of the bill, and which I think should 
be approached with caution, with the 
idea of learning what kind of situations 
have arisen in the past and are likely to 
arise in the future. I am sure that the 
distinguished Senator, out of his mercy
and he does have a very merciful heart-
would not want to withhold the aid of 
the Federal Government in the su
premely distressing situations which 
sometimes arise. 

I know perfectly well that there have 
been vexing cases of abuse which have 
been presented. As far as the Senator 
from Florida is concerned, his first re
liance would be upon the Secretary of 
Agriculture, who I believe will be care
ful to see whether Federal aid should be 
given and, if so, how much and under 
what conditions; and, in the second 
place, the Congress always controls the 
pursestrings, and if there is a tendency 
toward abuse we can, of course, cut off 
appropriations for certain objectives 
where the Federal Government is being 
imposed upon. 

Though having considerable sympathy 
with the provision offered by the able 
Senator from Delaware, whom I com
mend for his interest in economy and 
for his interest in insisting that States 
do their part in meeting common dis
asters, I still feel he would be setting 
a very bad precedent and that there 
would be no end to it. If the provision 
applied in the case of drought, it would 
apply, therefore, in all other cases of 
natural disaster. In the very nature of 
things, disasters cannot be measured by 
percentage points because there are some 
disasters which simply wipe out the abil
ity of the local government or the State 
government effectively to meet any sub
stantial part of the cost of such disaster. 

I hope the Sen a tor will not insist upon 
his amendment. 

Mr. Wll.J..JAMS. Mr. President, I am 
going to insist on the amendment. I 
disagree with the Senator from Florida 
that this is not the appropriate bill be
cause the amendment adopted immedi
ately prior to this, offered by the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], was de
signed to assist the drought-stricken 
areas. We are dealing with that sub
ject in this bill, and the committee which 
has jurisdiction over it is the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. So we are 
not dealing with a subject which is for
eign to that which we are now discussing. 

I have offered to modify my amend
ment to make the effective date 60 or 90 
days after enactment, to overcome the 
question as to the legislatures being in 
session. I shall make the effective date 
January 1, 1955. Nearly all the legisla
tures of the country are in session in 
January, and that would give to the gov
ernors of the respective States, if they 
wished, a chance to call their legislatures 
into action immediately upon their con
vening and let them act quickly. If an 
emergency such as that b ing describ d 
existed in any State, surely that would 
be made the first order of business, and 
the necessary funds ' ·ould be provided 
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whereby the State could participate in 
this program. 

I think we in Congress have a respon
sibility to determine the policy. I have 
discussed this matter with the Depart
ment downtown, just as the members of 
the committee have. Department offi
cials said they were perfectly within 
their rights under the law in extending 
relief such as the $30,000 or $40,000 of 
relief granted a few weeks ago to. the 
King ranch. If we reject the pending 
proposal, we are endorsing that practice. 
If that is what the Congress desires, let 
us make it very clear that in rejecting 
this amendment we are encouraging 
States and counties throughout the 
country, whether in the East or the West, 
in which there is any semblance of 
drought, to come to the Federal Govern
ment and expect it to underwrite their 
costs. 

We should also remember that drought 
is not the only disaster which affects the 
farm. Very often a hail storm will strike 
a section of the country and completely 
wipe out some farmer's crops or those 
in some particular county. If we are to 
adopt a proposal which will mean that 
every time a disaster strikes an area, the 
people there can call on the Federal Gov
ernment for cheaper feed and for assist
ance, let us determine the policy now 
whether or not there shall be some State 
participation in order to warrant Fed
eral assistance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the· Sena
tor from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am a little loath 
to enter the debate on this amendment. 
I do not know Whether the Senator's 
amendment has been printed and is 
available to all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It has been printed 
for about 2 weeks. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. While from a strict 
reading of the amendment it may be 
germane to the existing bill, I think it 
is at least a borderline case of germane
ness. 

I am a little concerned, very frankly, 
although I think the Senator's motives 
are certainly the best, and the idea he· 
expresses on the desirability of local 
participation is sound, as a general rule: 
As a matter of fact, in many activities 
of the Federal Government-in social se
curity, highway construction, vocational 
education, and so forth_:_we have tried 
to encourage local participation. I think 
the principle is perfectly valid and sound, 
because if the people on the spot have, 
so to speak, an investment in the pro
gram, they will probably police it and 
watch it and take more interest than if 
they are merely getting Federal assist
ance. That is not the basis of my 
concern. 

There are many kinds of disasters. 
Drought is one of them. Others are 
:floods, fire, and earthquake. There may 
be a great many. It seems to me that 
it is not unreasonable, in view of the 
fact that we are entering into a . field 
which is at least questionable as to its 
germaneness--

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

C--874 

· Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
let me finish my sentence? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe the Sena
tor from California is slightly confused, 
because we are dealing only with drought 
and disaster relief on farms. We are not 
dealing with :floods. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thoroughly 
understand that, but my point is that 
drought is a disaster to tl)e farmer be
cause of the particular way in which it 
is concentrated more on the farmer, but 
he may suffer as much from a :flood. Ex
cept perhaps for the demolishing of his 
buildings, both his home and his farm 

· buildings, barns and so forth, the farmer 
might not be so much affected by an 
earthquake and would not be subject to 
quite the hazard that is involved where a 
fire sweeps a great metropolitan area. 

These are varying types of disaster. 
It seems to me that when we get into 
this field, there would be some merit 
in the proposal so far as sound legisla
tive procedures are concerned. I think 
the Senator has performed a useful 
service in raising the issue. It seems 
to me that it would be better to have 
committee consideration of this pro
posal on its own merits, rather than to 
raise the issue at this stage in the leg
islative procedure on the farm ·bill. I, 
at least, think reasonable men might 
want more time for consideration and 
the securing of adequate testimony as 
to just what it would mean. The fact 
that the Senator from Delaware is pre
pared to accept an amendment that 
would postpone the effective date until 
the first of the year would seem to me 
also to argue strongly, the Senator hav
ing raised the issue, that it would be bet
ter for the Senator, perhaps after con
'sideration, to reintroduce his proposal 
as a bill early in the next session, and 
to ask the proper committees of the Sen
ate to give priority consideration to it 
at that time. If we could then get 
prompt action in the Congress, there 
would be time for action by the biennial 
legislatures that will meet next year and 
the year following. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would be more 
sympathetic to the proposal were it not 
for .the fact that the Senate has just 
adopted an amendment dealing with this 
same subject which will cost the tax-· 
payers a considerable sum of money. 
That amendment likewise extends relief 
to the drought-stricken areas of the 
country. · I believe all of us are familiar 
with the proposal under discussion. We 
know what it deals with. The sole ques
tion is whether or not we want a mini
mum participation on the part of the 
States affected. I have no intention to 
labor the point any further. If the Sen
ator from California will assist me in 
having the yeas and nays ordered, I shall 
be glad to have a vote on the amend
ment and yield back the remainder of· 
my time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The difficulty is 
that I, at least, have no testimony be
fore me as to the States which have been 
hard hit and which States or local com
munities have taken any steps to give 
assistance to those who have been ad
versely affected by drought conditions. 
It seems to me that on a matter of this 

.kind 25 percent in most instances may 
be a modest sum. As a general propo
sition, if a locality were putting up 25 
percent and the Federal Government 
were putting up 75 percent, it would 
appear to me to be a perfectly reasonable 
proposal. On the other hand, there may 
be instances in which it would be neither 
feasible nor equitable for a State or a 
community to be denied assistance un
less either one were able to put up 25 
percent of the cost. 

After we have adequate testimony and 
after the facts are presented and we have 
an opportunity to determine which 
areas ought to receive aid, and after we 
determine the economic conditions and 
the financial condition of the treasuries 
of the States or localities involved, I may 
be prepared to support the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware. How
ever, speaking as an individual Senator, 
not as majority leader-there has been 
no party policy established on this 
point-in considering the points which 
have occurred to me while the Senator 
from Delaware has been speaking, dur
ing the course of this discussion--

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
California has raised a point. However, 
I say again that the Senate has already 
adopted an amendment which deals 
with this subject, on which no testimony 
has been taken. On the other hand, vol
umes of testimony have been taken on 
this subject of drought relief before both 
Agricultural Committees, and Congress 
has passed 4 or 5 bills dealing with that 
subject, and has made appropriations 
for such purpose. 

We are not dealing with a new sub
ject. We are not dealing with a ques
tion which has not had the attention of 
Congress or of the administration. om..: 
cials of the administration have said 
they were shocked that such organiza~ 
tions as the King Ranch in Texas should 
be getting relief from the Federal Gov
ernment. They said that under exist
ing law nothing could be done about it. 
The present law does not require a State 
affected to make any contribution. 
Some responsibility for the program 
should be placed on the States. That is 
the question on which we can vote now. 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should first like to 
have the yeas and nays ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. \'resident, I 
will assist the Senator from Delaware in 
having the yeas and nays ordered, if it 
will expedite consideration of the 
amendment. • 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall renew my 

request after the absence of a quorum 
has been suggested. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator 

made a study of the constitutions of the 
various States to determine whether the 
States would have authority to provide 
funds to match funds furnished by the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I have not. 
However, I may say to the Senator from 
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Louisiana that last year, under the pro
gram for the distribution of hay by the 
Department of Agriculture, they required 
not 25 percent as a minimum, but a min
imum of 50 percent contribution on the 
part of every State participating, and 
I cannot recall any State being handi
capped. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
again I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the prac

tice of extending Federal aid to drought
stricken areas has now become so wide
spread that I believe we ought to lay 
down some rules for extending the aid 
before the practice becomes so deeply im
bedded on an unsound foundation that 
we shall not be able to establish any 
rules. It goes without saying that if 
States were required to meet some part 
of the expense of drought relief we could 
probably avoid considerable chiseling on 
the programs for drought relief. I do 
not believe that anyone can prevent some 
chiseling on the programs as the pro
grams are administered at the present 
time. However worthy the objective of 
the Senator from Delaware is, I must say 
that before voting for his amendment 
I should wish to give considerable study 
to the situation. 

I believe there should be hearings held 
on the subject, and I believe that the 
Secretary of Agriculture should be re
quired to draw up a tentative program 
which would require the States to share 
some of the responsibility for the 
program. 

It had been my hope that we could 
find time this fall to do some work along 
that line. The sooner we do so · the 
sounder our methods will be. 

I am not prepared to vote for the 
amendment at this time, although I am 
in full sympathy with the purpose of 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Delaware. We have not consulted 
any State officials about this subject, and 
I think we should. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether I may address an in
quiry to the Chair as to the amount of 
time remaining on the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair) . The Senator 
from Delaware has used 30 minutes, and 
the Senator from Vermont has used 2 
minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask the Senators in control of the time, 
when the Senator from Vermont has 
concluded his remarks, whether they will 
be prepared' to waive the remainder 'of 
their time? l ' 

Mr. AIKEN. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. AIKEN. I do not know whether 

there is anything more that I care to 
say about the amendment. If the Sen
ator from Delaware is willing to waive 
his time, I will be willing to waive the 
remainder of my time also. However, 
I want to make it clear that my voting 
against the Senator's amendment is not 
to be· understood as my being opposed 
to requiring States to shoulder some re
sponsibility for the drought program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it 
the understanding of the Chair that the 
remainder of the time has been waived? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We will waive it in 
a minute. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. I shall find it necessary 

to vote against the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware EMr. 
WILLIAMS]. There is considerable merit 
to the amendment the Senator has pro
posed, but it is too late in the session 
to consider it, with recess or adojurn
ment about a week away. 

The amendment should have been laid 
before the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry earlier in the year. If that had 
been done, the committee could have 
held hearings on the amendment to de
termine how it would affect the States 
in the drought-stricken areas. 

If such an amendment were not to 
go into effect until after January, it 
would be too early to permit States to 
legislate on the subject for the purpose 
of creating funds within the States and 
setting up administrative bodies which 
could work with the Federal Govern
ment. 

For that reason I should say that 
while there have been some glaring· 
errors in the administrative function, 
permitting such an organization as the 
King Ranch to participate when we know 
very well that it can establish the credit 
necessary to buy all the feed which is 
necessary to feed its cattle, the program 
has been a good one. In that particular 
instance I would share the views of t}J.e 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
but unfortunately this progra.m involves 
many people in addition to those at the' 
King Ranch. It involves people who 
have no credit. 

I think adoption of the proposed 
amendment would represent a hardship 
to many people, and it would be a mis
understood action on the part of Con
gress. T:Perefore, I find it necessary to 
vote against the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield some 
time to me? 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota desire time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I should like 
to have about 5 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
junior Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened to the presentation of the 
Senator from Delaware pertaining to his 
amendment. I thought that presenta
tion was answered conclusively by the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON]. The Senator from New Mexico 
pointed out very appropriately that there 
undoubtedly have been some weaknesses 
in the disaster-relief program, but also 
that severe hardships would exist if this 
amendment were adopted. 

The Senator from Delaware has said 
that he would make the date January 
of 1955, as I recall, but January of 1955 
is a date of no particular consequence, 
because many of the State legislatures 
will not be in session at that time. Fur
thermore, in many instances the call for 

a special session would result in a con
siderable cost, insofar as the respective 
States are concerned. 

It seems to me that this disaster-relief 
program is being administered coopera
tively. There is nothing to prevent . the 
governors of States from taking such 
administrative action as they deem nec
essary. I am sure that in most instances 
this program has been established 
through the administrative agencies of 
the States. 

My colleague has further pointed out 
that if there is an abuse here and there, 
we would, of course, like to eliminate any 
such abuse. But the fact is that disaster 
relief-being afforded in a limited quan
tity, by the way-is helping a large num
ber of people who are unable to obtain 
credit. 

I resent the fact that there are atti
tudes expressed here implying that 
everybody wants to get on the "gravy 
train." As a matter of fact, in some of 
the States there are people who have 
literally seen their farms blow away. 
They have seen their ·investments in seed 
and cropland destroyed. They are see
ing the possibility of production of a 
crop yield for 1 year gone. It is not just 
for 1 year. In some areas in the past 4 
years there have been 3 years of drought. 

I suggest that this would be a most in
appropriate amendment. If the situa
tion continues, with this kind of drought 
problem, the Congress can surely take 
care of any such problem as this in the 
next session of Congress, by appropriate 
legislative proposals. There can be 
hearings before the committees of Con
gress, with the opportunity to hear from 
governors, State commissioners of agri
culture, and other agencies, and repre
sentatives of those agencies. I do not 
think we should legislate before proper 
consideration is given the subject. 

I will conclude by saying, let us not 
worry about helping somebody too much. 
Very few people will abuse this privilege. 

If the Congress were to adopt the 
amendment proposed by the ·,Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] we would 
be abusing thousands of people who are 
in a state of desperate need. 

One of the main purposes of the sur
plus program, or the storage program, 
was to provide supplies which would be 
available in case of disaster or in case of 
need. 

I have lived in an area of the country 
where the people have needed this help 
at one time. They may need it again. 
I also read on the "ticker" just a mo
ment ago that people who live in certain 
portions of South Dakota have appealed 
for disaster relief. I am sure those 
people would not appeal for such relief 
unless they really needed it. Those peo
ple are proud people. I have lived in a 
rural area long enough to know that the 
rural people are among the last to ask for 
any kind of relief, and they do not do so 
until they really need it. 

We have supplies. We have the means 
to accomplish the program at the Fed
eral level. I suggest that the program 
be continued. I shall vote against the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela
ware. 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 13885 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

now address an inquiry to the two Sena
tors in control of the time as to whether 
they care to waive the remaining time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will waive all but 
· about 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest that 5 minutes be reserved for 
each side, and I will suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. . That is satisfactory. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that, on agree
ment of the two Senators in control of 
the time, all time be waived with the ex
ception of 5 minutes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
B eall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworsha.k 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 

Gillette Maybank 
Goldwater McCarthy 
Gore McClellan 
Green Millikin 
Hayden Monroney 
Hendrickson Morse 
Hennings Mundt 
Hickenlooper Murray 
Hill Neely 
Holland Pastore 
Humphrey Payne 
Ives Potter 
Jackson Purtell 
Jenner Reynolds 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S.C. Saltonstall 
Kefauver Schoeppel 
Kennedy Smathers 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Kilgore Smith, N.J. 
Knowland Stennis 
Kuchel Symington 
Langer Thye 
Lennon Upton 
Long Watkins 
Magnuson Welker 
Malone Wiley 
Mansfield Williams 
Martin Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is ·present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], as modified, 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time is under control. Five minutes has 
been allotted to each side. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me, so that I may 
ask a question of the Senator from Dela
ware? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from California first. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
amendment, as modified, offered by the 
Senator from Delaware provides that the 
States shall contribute at least 25 percent 
of the funds for drought relief. I object 
to the amendment, and I shall not vote 
for it. I speak in my individual capacity, 
because there has been no party policy, 
as such, adopted with respect to it. My 
objection is that no committee hearings 
have been held on the question. Notes
timony has been received as to whether 
the States which have been the hardest 
hit might find it possible to operate un
der the conditions of the amendment. 

In view of the fact that the Senator 
from Delaware has said he would be will
ing to modify his amendment to the ex
tent that it would not take effect until 
January of next year, it seems to me that 
the more orderly and sound legislative 
procedure would be to conduct committee 
hearings on the amendment when Con
gress reassembles in January. This 
would provide the .states an opportunity 
to present testimony as to their financial 
ability to carry on such a program; and 
it , would make possible a proper deter
mination of the question whether the 
percentage of contribution by the States 
should be 10 percent, 25 percent, 50 per
cent, or 75 percent. At least, these ques
tions could be discussed by the witnesses, 
and Congress could receive supporting 
testimony. 

For these reasons, I shall not vote for 
the amendment of the Senator from Del
aware, but I shall oppose it. 

Mr. WilLIAMS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WilLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. I heartily concur in 

the Senator's amendment. Some re
sponsibility should be placed on the 
States, because, after all, it is the Gov
ernors of the States who are required to 
declare drought areas. The only ·ques
tion I raise about the Senator's amend
ment is with respect to the date of Jan- . 
uary 1. The legislatures of many States 
do not meet, as is the case in South Car
qlina, until the second Tuesday in Jan
uary. I wonder if the Senator would be 
willing to modify his amendment re
quiring the States to · contribute 25 per
cent, so as to make the effective date 
February 1. This would enable the State 
legislatures to act before February 1. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I modify my amend
ment so as to make the effective date 
February 1, 1955. 

The PRESIDING'OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the right to modify his amend
ment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What this amend
ment proposes is to have Congress estab
lish a policy as to how it is desired to 
hf,ve these relief programs administered. 
The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] has pointed out that the 
governors of the respective States have 
not had an opportunity to testify on the 
amendment. I answer that by pointing 
out that Congress authorized all the pro
grams with which the amendment 
deals-to my knowledge, not a single 
State governor testified in connection 
with the programs. Naturally the posi
tion of the governors of the States would 
be to let the Government keep on paying 
for all of the program. I do not believe 
there will be many governors of States 
coming to Washington and asking Con
gress to let the States pay 25 percent or 
50 percent of the programs. That is our 
business. 

A statement was made by one Senator 
that he believed that a large number of 
farmers would suffer if the amendment 
were adopted. That could only be true, 
in States where the governors or the 
legislatures refused to contribute a mini
mum of 25 percent to assist the farmers 

in a period of emergency. I cannot con
ceive of any such situation if the original 
request was bona fide. If the States re
fused to contribute it would be evidence 
that the citizens of those States did not 
think the request was justified. 

This amendment is along the lines of 
the program which the administration 
has been urging for the past 2 years, 
namely, that on any Federal-aid pro
gram there be some participation on the 
part of the States. We hear much about 
States rights. I say that if the States 
want to preserve their rights, let them 
accept some of their responsibilities. 
There is not a single one of the 48 States 
that is not in much better financial con
dition than is the Federal Government, 
and thus it is able to pay for its portion 
of the program. 

Practically everybody speaking here 
today has endorsed the principle of this 
amendment and that being true, I can
not understand why they hesitate to 
vote for it. 

By the same tqken, the adoption of 
this amendment would be to require 
much needed local supervision. Above 
all, that is what is needea at this par
ticular time. We all know that, in the 
experience we have had under programs 
relief ·has gone in directions in which 
Congress and the administration had no 
intention that it should go. 

I certainly hope the s-e·nate will agree 
to the amendment. By doing so we will 
be saying in effect that we want State 
supervision and responsibility in the dis
tribution of whatever relief funds go out 
of the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Vermont has yielded to me 
the remainder of the time allotted to 
him. I shall yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

While there may be merit in the pro
posal of the Senator from Delaware, I 
think there would be more merit in it 
if it had received consideration by the 
committee. 

So far as drought is concerned, that 
is one type of disaster which happens 
to be concentrated on the farmers of the 
country. In the case of extreme 
drought, city dwellers may suffer from 
lack of adequate water from their mu
nicipal water systems, and otherwise. 
So far as the present drought is con
cerned, it is connected with the consid
eration of disaster relief to farmers. 
However, there are other types of dis
asters, such as floods, earthquakes, and 
great fixes. It does seem to me we are 
getting into a field where perhaps each 
loc~litY, should be required to put up 25 
percent of the cost of such relief. Per
haps after hearings and testimony that 
would be the decision of the committee 
and the Senate; but I (lo not believe that 
at this stage of the proceedings the 
amendment should be agreed to. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDiNG OFFICER <Mr. 
BusH in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Delaware yield back the remainder 
of his time? He has 2 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 



13886 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 10 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 

that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I A-nnounce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCARRAN], and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 25, 
nays 65, as follows: 

YEAS-25 
Bridges Goldwater Purtell 
Bush Ives Reynolds 
Butler · Jenner Russell 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Upton 
Capehart - Johnston, S.C. Watkins 
Case Malone Welker 
Chavez Martin Williams 
Duff May bank 
Dworshak Potter 

NAYS-65 
Aiken Gore McCarthy 
Anderson Green McClellan 
Barrett Hayden Millikin 
Beall Hendrickson Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Morse 
Bowring Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Murray 
Burke Holland Neely 
Carlson Humphrey Pastore 
Clements Jackson Payne 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Cordon Kefauver Sal tonstall 
Crippa Kennedy Schoeppel ' 
Daniel Kerr Smathers 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Know land Smith, N.J. 
Ellender Kuchel Stennis 
Ervin Langer Symington 
Ferguson Lennon Thye 
Fulbright Long Wiley 
George Magnuson Young 
Gillette Mansfield 

NOT VOTING-6 
Eastland Frear McCarran 
Flanders Lehman Sparkman 

So Mr. WILLIAMS' amendment to the 
amendment of the committee was re
jected. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced 'that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow
ing bills of the Senate: 

S. 1184. An act to authorize re: ief of au
thorized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to terminated 
war agencies in liquida tiori by th~ Depart-
ment of State; and ' 

S. 3769. An act to amend section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, so as to protect 
the name of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion from commercial exploitation. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 8152) to extend to June 30, 1955, 
the direct home and farmhouse loan au
thority of the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen's 

Readjustment Act· of 1944, as amended, 
to make additional funds available 
therefor, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the · 
amendments of the House to the bill ·(S. 
3546) to provide an immediate program 
for the modernization and improvement 
of such merchant-type vessels in there.:. 
serve fleet as are necessary for national 
d~m~ · 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

s. 1585.· An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 
· s. 1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the District of Colu_m
bia to national political conventions and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; . . 

S. 3506. An act to · repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to 
alley dwellings in the District of Columbia; 
and , 
. S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 

AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA UNEMPLOYMENT COM
PENSATION ACT 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask that 

.the Chair lay before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives to Senate bill 3482, to .amend the 
District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Presid
ing Officer <Mr. BusH in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
3482) to amend the District of Colum
bia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes, which was, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That the District of Columbia Unemploy
ment Compensation Act, approved August 
28, 1935, as amended, is further amended as 
follows: 

Section 1 (b) (2) (B) is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following: 

"Service shall be deemed to be localized 
within a State if-

"(i) the service is performed entirely with
in such State; or 

"(ii) the service is performed both within 
and without such State, but the service per
formed without such State is incidental to 
the individual's service within the State, for 
example, is temporary or transitory in nature 
or consists of isolated transactions." 

Section 1 (b) ( 4) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this subsection, the term employment 
shall also include all service performed after 
the effective date of this amendment by an 
officer or member of the crew of an Ameri
can vessel on or in connection with such 
vessel, provided that the operating office, 
from which the operations of such vessel op
erating on navigable waters within or within 

and without the United States are ordinarily 
and regularly supervised, managed, directea, 
and controlled, is within the District." 

Section 1 (b) (5} is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subsections: 

"(Q} service performed on or in connection 
with a vessel not an American vessel -by an 
individual if he performed service on and in 
connection with such vessel when outside 
the United States;. 

''(R) service performed by an individual 
in (or as an officer or member of the crew 
of a vessel while it is engaged in) the catch
ing, taking, harvesting, cultivating, o.r farm
ing of any kind of fish, shellfish, crustacea, 
sponges, seaweeds, or other aquatic forms of 
animal and vegetable life (including service 
performed by any such individual as an or
dinary incident to any such activity), except 
(A) service performed in connection with the 
catching or taking of salmon or halibut, for 
commercial purposes, and (B) service per
formed on or in connection wit~ a vessel of 
more than 10 net tons (determined in the 
manner provided for determining th'e reg
ister tonnage of merchant vessels under the 
laws of .the United States)." 

Section 1 (b) is 'amended by. adding at 
the end thereof the following subsections: 

"(7) Notwithstanding any of the provi
sions of subsection 1 (b) ( 5) of this act, 
services shall be deemed to be in employment 
if with respect to such services a tax is re
quirep to be paid under any Federal law 
imposing a tax against which credit may be 
taken for contributions required to be paid 
into a State unemployment compensation 
fund. 

"(8) (i) Any service performed for an em
ploying unit, which is excluded under the 
definition of employment in section 1 (b) (5) 
and with respect to which no payments are 
required under . the employment security 
law of another State or of the Federal Gov
ernment may be deemed to ·constitute em
ployment for all purposes of this act: Pro
vided, That the Board has approved a written 
election to that effect -filed by. the employ
ing unit for which the service is performed, 
as of the date stated in such approval. No 
election shall be approved by the Board un
less it (A) includes all the service of the 
type specified in each establishment or place 
of business for which the election is made, 
and (B) is made for not less than 2 calendar 
years. 

"(ii) Any service which, because of an 
election by an employing unit . under sec
tion 1 (b) (8) (i), is employment subject 
to this act shall cease to be employment 
subject to the act as of January 1 of any 
calendar year subsequent to the 2 calendar 
years of the election, only if not later thim 
March 15 of such year, either such employ
ing unit has filed with the Board a written 
notice to that effect, or the Board on its 
own motion has given notice of termination 
of such coverage." 

Section 1 (c) is amended by repealing sub
section (1} and renumbering subsection (2) 
to be subsection (1) and subsection (3) to 
be subsection (2) and subsection (4) to be 
subsection. (3). 

Section 1 (h) · is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"{h) 'Benefit year' with respect to any 
individual means the 52 consecutive-week 
period beginning with the first day of the 
first week with respect to which the indi
vidual first files a valid claim for benefits, 
and thereafter the 52 consecutive-week pe
riod beginning with the first day of the first 
week with respect to which the individual 
next files a valid claim for benefits after the 
termination of his last preceding benefit 
year. Any claim for benefits made in ac
cordance with section 11 of this act shall 
be deemed to be a 'valid claim' for the pur
poses of this subsection if the individual 
has during his base period been paid wages 
for employment by employers as required by 
the provisions of section 7 of the act." 
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Section 1 (m) is amended to read as fol

lows: 
"(m) 'Employment 9ffice' means a free 

public employment office or bran,ch .thereof 
operated by this or any other State as a part 
of a State-controlled system of public em
ployment offices or by a Federal agency or 
any agency of a foreign government charged 
with the administration of an unemploy
ment-insurance program or free public em
ployment offices." 

Section 1 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsections: . 

"tt) The term 'American vessel' means any 
vessel documented or numbered under the 
laws of the United States; and includes any 
vessel which is neither documented or num
bered under the laws of the United States 
nor documented under the laws of any for
eign country, if its cr.ew performs service 
solely for one or more citizens or residents 
of the Un~ted States or corporations or
ganized under the laws of the United States 
or of any State. 

"(u) The term 'principal base period em
ployer' means the employer · tQ.at paid a 
claimant the greatest amount of wages used 
in the computation of his claim. In the 
event two or more employers paid the claim
ant identical amounts, the employer in such 
group for who~ the claimant most recently 
worked shall ' be the principal base period 
employer." · 

Section 3 (c) (1) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the !allowing: 

"Each year the Board shall credit to each 
of such accounts having a positive reserve 
on the computation date, the interest earned 
by such .accounts from the Federal Govern
ment. This shall be done by averaging the 
interest rate paid for the four quarters end
ing on the computation date and crediting 
to each such account the amount which the 
reserve on such computation date would earn 
at such average •rate of interest." 

Section 3 (c) ( 2) is amended by adding 
at ·the end thereof the following: 

"The principal base period employer shall 
be notified of each payment of benefits to 
a claimant at the time of such payment." 

Section 3 (c) (7) (a) is amended to read . 
as follows: 

"(a) If 25 percent or more of the business 
of any employer is transferred, the trans
feree shall be determined a successor for the 
purposes of this section. 

"(i) If the Board is unable to get infor
mation upon which to determine ·whether 
or not 25 percent of the business has been 
transferred, it may, in its discretion, make 
such determination based upon the quar-terly 
payrolls of the employers involved .for the 
last complete calendar quarter prior to the 
transfer and the first complete calendar 
quarter after such transfer. 

"(ii) In the event of a transfer of 25 per
cent or more of the assets of a covered em
ployer's business by any means whatever, 
otherwise than in the ordinary course of 
trade, such transfer shall be deemed a trans
fer of· business and shall constitute the 
transferee a susuccessor hereunder, unless 
the Board, on its own motion or on ·appli
cation of an interested party, find that all 
of the following conditions exist: 

" ( 1) The transferee has not assumed any 
of the transferor's obligations; 

"(2) The transferee has not continued or 
resumed transferor's goodwill; 

"(3) The transferee has not continued or 
resumed the business of the transferor, 
either in the same establishment or else
where; and 

"(4) The transferee has not employed sub
stantially the same employees as those the 
transferor had employed in connection with 
the assets transferred." 

Section 3 (c) (7) (c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

" (c) The succe~:sor ~:hall take over and 
continue the employer's account, including 

its reserve and all other aspects of its experi
ence under this section, in proportion to the 
payroll assignable to the transferred business 

, as determined for the purposes of. this sec
tion by the Board. However, his successor 
shall take over only the reserve actually 
credited to the account of the transferor or 
for which the transferor has filed a claim 
with the Board at the date of transfer. The 
successor shall be secondarily liable for any 
amounts owed by the employer to the fund 
at the time of such transfer; but such lia
bility shall be propo.rtioned to the extent of 
the transfer of business and shall not exceed 
the value of the assets transferred." 

Section 3 (c) (7) (d) is amended to read 
as foliows: 

"(d) The benefit chargeability of a suc
cessor's account under section 3 (c), if not 
accrued }Jefore the transfer date, shall begin 
to aecrue on the transfer date in case the 
transferor's benefit chargeability was then 
accruing; or shall begin to accrue on the 
date otherwise applicable to th-e/ successor, 
or. on the date otherwise applicable to the 
transferor, whichever is earlier, in case the 
transferor's benefit chargeability was not ac
cruing on the transfer date. Similarly, bene
fits from a successor's account, if not charge
able before the transfer date, shall become 
chargeable on the transfer date, in case the 
transferor was then chargeable for benefit 
payments; or shall become chargeable on the 
date otherwise applicable to the successor or 
on the date other,wise applicable to the trans
feror, whichever is earlier, in case the trans
feror was chargeable for benefit payments 
on the transfer date." 

Section 3 (c) (7) {f) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(f) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this section if the successor employer was 
an employer subject to this act prior. to the 
date of transfer, his rate of contributions the 
remainder of the calendar year shall be · his 
rate with respect to the period immediately 
preceding his date of acquisition. If the 
successor was not an employer prior to the 
date of transfer, his rate shall be the rate 
applicable to the transferor or transferors 
with respec" to the period immediately pre
ceding the date of transfer: Provided, That 
there was only one transferor or there were 
only transferors with identical rates; if the 
transfer9r rates were not identical, the suc
cessor's rate shall be the highest rate ap
plicable to any of the transferors with respect 
to the period immediately preceding the date 
of transfer. The rate of the transferor., if 
still subject to the act, will not be redeter
mined and shall remain the rate with respect 
to t~e period immediately preceding the date 
of transfer. 

"For future years, for the purposes of sec
tion 3 (c) , the Board shall determine the 
'experience under this section' of the suc
cessor employer's account and of the trans
ferring employer's account by allocating to 
the successor employer's account for each 
period in question the respective proportions 
of the transferring employer's payroll, con
tributions, and the benefit charges which the 
Board determines to be properly assignable 
to the business transferred." 

Section 3 (c) (7) (g) is hereby repealed. 
.Section 3 (c) (8) (i) is amended to read 

as follows: 
"(i) If as of the computation date the 

total of all contributions credited to any em
ployer's account, with respect to employment 
since May 31, 1939, is in excess of the total 
benefits paid after June 30, 1939, then charge
able or charged to his account, such excess 
shall be known as the employer's reserve, 
and his contribution rate for the ensuing 
calendar yeRr or part thereof shall be-

" (A) 2.7 percent if such reserve is less 
than 0.9 percent of his average annual pay
roll; 

"(B) 2 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 0.9 percent but is less than 1.4 per
cent of his average annual payroll; 

.. (C) 1.5 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 1.4 percent but is less than 1.9 per
cent of his average annual payroll; 

•• (D) 1 percent if such reserve equal~ or 
exceeds 1.9 percent but is less than 2.9 per
cent of his average annual payroll; 

"(E) 0.5 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 2.9 percent but is less than 3.4 per
cent of his average annual payroll; 

"(F) 0.1 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 3.4 percent of his average annual 
payroll." 

Section ·a (c) (10) is amended by sub
stituting the word "thirty" for the word 
"fifteen" in the second and seventh sen
tences thereof. 

Section 3 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new .subsections: 

"(e) From December 31, 1939, to January 
1, 1955, wages, for ·the purpose of section 3, 
shall not include any .amount in excess of 
$3,000 paid by an employer to any person 
arising out of his or her employment during 
any calendar year. After December 31, 1954, 
wages shall not include any amount in ex
cess of $3,000 (or in excess of the limitation 
on the amount of taxable wages fixed by 
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (26 
U. S. C. 1600, 1607), whichever 1s greater) 
actually paid by an employer to any person 
during any calendar year. After December 
31, 1954, the term 'employment' for the pur
pose of this subsection shall include serv
ices constituting employment under any em
ployment security law of another State or of 
the Federal Government. 

"(f) In the event the District of Columbia 
should' elect to cover employees under this 
act under the provisions of section 1 (b) ( 8) 
(i) in lieu of contributions required of· em
ployers under this act, the District of Co
lumbia shall pay into the fund an amount 
equivalent to the amount of benefits paid 
to individuals based on .wages paid by the 
District. If benefits paid an .individual are 
J:?ased on wages_ pafd by both the District 
of Cplumbia and one or more other em
ployers, the amount payable by the District 
to the fund shall bear the ·same ratio 'to 
total benefits paid to the individual as the 
base-period wages paid to the individual by 
the District of Columbia bears to the total 
amount of the base-period wages paid to the 
individual by all of his base-period em-
ployers. · . 

"The arhount of payment required under 
this section shall be ascertained by the Board 
quarterly and shall be paid from the gen
eral funds of ·the District at such time and . 
in such manner as the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia may prescribe ex
cept that to the extent that benefits are 
paid on wages paid by the District from 
special administrative funds, the payment 
by the District into the unemployment fund 
shall be made from such special funds. 

"(g) Contributions due under this act 
with respect to wages for insured work shall, 
for the purpose of this section, be deemed 
to have been paid to the fund as of the date · 
payment was made as contributions therefor 
under another State or Federal employment 
security law if payment into the fund of 
such contributions is made on such terms 
as the director finds will be fair and reason
able as to all affected interests. Payments 
to the fund under this subsection shall be 
deemed to be contributions for purposes of 
section 3." 

Section 4 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (c) ( 1) If contributions are not paid 
when due, there shall be added, as part of 
the contributions, interest at the rate of one
half of 1 percent per month or fraction 
thereof from the date the contributions 
became due until paid. 

"(2) If contributions or wage reports are 
not filed when due or contributions are not 
paid when due, there shall. be added as part 
of the contributions a penalty of 10 percent 
of the contributions, but such penalty shall 
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not be less than- $5 nor more than $25 and 
for good cause such penalty may be waived 
by the Board with the approval of the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia." 

Section 4 (d) is amended to read as 
follows: . 

"(d) In the event of the death, dissolu
tion, · insolvency, · receivership, ·bankruptcy; 
composition, or assignment for benefit of 
creditors of any employer, contributions then 
or thereafter due from such employer under 
this section shall have priority over all other 
claims, except taxes due the United States 
or the District, and wages (not exceeding 
$600 with respe·ct to any individual) due for 
services performed within the 3 months pre
ceding such event." 

Section 4 (j) is amended by substituting 
the following: 

"(j) The Board in its discretion, whenever 
it , may deem. it administratively . advisable, 
may charge off of its books any unpaid 
account due the Board or any credit due an 
employer who has been out of business for 
a period of more than 3 years. Whenever 
an account is charged off by the Board, there 
shall be placed in the minutes of the Board 
a reason.for such action." 

Section 4 (1) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

"There is hereby established in the Treas
ury of the United States a special escrow 
account into which the Board shall deposit 
all funds received in connection with an offer 
of compromise. . Such - funds shall · be kept 
in such escrow account until final action is 
had upon the offer of compromise and shall 
not be subject to offset for any indebtedness 
whatsoever. In the event the compromise is 
approved, the 'funds ·shall be transferred to 
the District Unemployment Compensation 
Fund. In the event the compromise is disap-
proved, the funds shall be immediately re-· 
turned to the individual who made the offer 
of compromise." 

Section 7 is amended to read as follows: 
"AMOUNT AND DURATION OF BENEFITS 

"SEC. 7. (a) On and after January 1, 1938; 
benefits shall become payable from the bene-· 
fit account of the District unemployment 
fund. All benefits shall be paid through 
employment offices, in accordance with such 
regulations as the BQard may prescribe. 

" (b) Except as provided in section 7 (c) , 
an individual's weekly benefit amount shall 
be the amount in column (B) of the table 
in this subsection on the line on which, in 
column (A), there appears his total wages 
for employment paid to such individual by 
employers during that quarter of his base 
period ip. which such wages were the highest. 

"TABLE A 

"High-quar ter wages 

(cql. A ) 

$130.00 to $184 ___ __ ___ __ __ __ ____ __ 

$184..01 to $207------- - - - ------ -- -
$207.01 to $230- - - --- --- - --------- 
$230.Ql to $253· - --- - -- - ----- - - - ---3>'253.01 to $276 _____ ___ ________ ___ _ 

$27G.01 to $299·------ - -- ---- -- ---
$299.01 to $322--- - - - - - --- ---- - ----
$322.01 to $315----- -- ---- - -: _____ _ 
'$345.01 to $368 __ ______ __ ______ _ ; __ 

$368 .01 to $391. ~-- - - ----- -- -- ----
$391.01 to $414.----- - -- - ----- - - - --$414.01 to $437 __ __ : _______ __ ____ _ _ 
$437.01 to $-160---- - - - - - -----------$460.01 to $483 ______________ ____ __ 

$483.01 to $506- ------- - - ----------
. $506.01 to $529 .... ____ _____ __ ___ __ 
$529.01 to $552-- ---------- - ------
$552.01 to $575---- -- --- - -- - - - - ---
$575.01 to $598-- -- ---- ---- ---- -- -
$598 .01 to $621.- - ----- --- -- - - ---- 
$621.01 to $644 .. · ---------------- 
$644.01 to $667---------- -- - -- -----$667.01 and over __ _______ __ _____ _ _ 

Basic Minimum 
weekly qua!Uying 
benefi t wages 

(col. B ) _ (co:. 0 ) -

$8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

• 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
::o 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

$276 
310 
345 
379 
414 

- M8 
483' 

- 517> 
552 
586 
621 
655 
690" 
724 
759 
79J 
828 
862 
897 
931 
966 

1,000 
1, 035. 

"(c) To quali-fy for .benefits an in:dividual 
must have been paid wages for employment 

1n his base period totaling not less than the 
amount in column (C) of the table in sec
tion 7 (b) on the line on which, in column 
(B), there appears his weekly benefit 
amount, and such wages must have been 
in at least two calendar quarters in his base 
period: Provided, That if an individual dur
ing his base period has not been p~id such· 
an amount, but has been paid wages in 
more than one calendar quarter totaling not 
less than the amount appearing on one of 
the lines in column (C) above, he can qual
ify for benefits and his weekly benefit 
amount shall be the amount appearing in 
column (B) on the line for which the indi-· 
vidual qualifies for benefits in column (C). 

" (d) Any otherwise eligible individual 
shall be entitled during any benefit year 
to a total amount of benefits equal to 22 
times his weekly benefit amount or 38 per
cent of the wages_ for employment paid. to 
such individual by employers during his 
base period, whichever is the lesser: Pro
vided, That such total amount of benefits, 
if not a multiple of $1, shall be computed to 
the next higher multiple of $1. 
. " (e) Any individual who is unemployed in 
any week as defi~ed in section 1 '(e) and, 
who meets the conditions of eligibility for. 
benefits of section 9 and is not disqualified 
under the provisions of section 10 shall be 
paid with respect to such week an amount 
equal to his weekly benefit amount, less the 
earnings (if any) payable to him with re
spect to such week. For the puFpose of this 
subsection, the term 'earp.ings' shall in
clude only that part of the remuneration 
payable to him for such week which is in 
excess of 40 percent of his weekly benefit 
amount for any week. Such benefits, if not 
a multiple of $1, shall be computed to the 
next higher multiple of $1.'' 
. "(f) Dependent's allowance: In addi
tion to the benefits payable under the fore
going subsections of this section, each eligi
ble individual who is unemployed in any 
week shap be paid wi t}:l respect to such week 
$1 for each dependent relative, but not more 
than $3 shall be paid to an individual as 
dependent's allowance with respect to any 
one week of unemployment nor shall any 
weekly benefit which includes a dependent's 
allowance be paid in the amount of more 
than $30. An individual's number of de
pendents shall be determined as of the day 
with respect to which he first files a valid 
claim for benefits in any benefit year, and 
sh::>..ll be fixed for the duration of such bene
fit year. The dependent's allow~nce is not, 
to be taken into consideration in calculat
ing the clalniant's total ampunt of benef}.ts 
in subsection (d) of this section." 

Section 10 (a) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(a) An individual who has left his most 
recent work voluntarily without good cause, 
as determined by the Board under regula
tions prescribed by it, shall not be eligible 
:t;or benefits with respect to the week in which· 
such leaving occurred and with respect to 
not less than 4 nor more than 9 consecutive 
weeks of unemployment which immediately 
follow such week, as determined by the Board 
in such case according to the seriousness of 
the case. - In addition such individual's total 
benefit amount shall be reduced in a sum 
-equal to the number of -weeks of disquai--: 
ification multiplied by the weekly benefit 
amount." 

Section 10 (b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) An individual who has been dis
charged for misconduct occurring in the 
course of his most recent work proved to 
the satisfaction of the Board shall not be 
eligible for benefits with respect to the week 
in which such discharge occurred and for 
not less than 4 nor more than 9 ·weeks of 
consecutive unemployment immediately fol
lowing such week, as determined by the 
Beard in such case according to the serious
ness of the misconduct. In addition such 

individual's total benefit amount shall be 
reduced in a sum equal to the number of 
weeks of disqualification multiplied by his 
weekly benefit amount." 

Section 10 (-c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (c) If an individual otherwise eligible for 
benefits fails ; without good cause as deter
mined by the Board under regulations pre.: 
scribed by it, either to apply for new work 
found by the Board to be suitable when 
notified by any employment office or to 
accept . any suitable work when offered to 
him by any employment office, his union 
hiring hall , ·or any employer direct, he shall 
not be eligible for benefits with respect to 
the week in which such failure occurred 
and with respect to not less than 4 nor more 
than · 9 consecutive weeks of unemployment 
which immediately follow such week, as de
termined by the Board in such case accord-: 
ing to the seriousness of the refusal. In ad
dition such individual's total benefit amount 
shall be reduced in a sum equal to the num
ber of weeks of disqualification multiplied 
by the we~kly benefit amount. In deter..: 
mining wheth~r or not work is suitable with
in the meaning of this subsection the:Board 
shall consider ( 1) the physical fitness and 
prior training, experience, and earnings of 
the individual, (2) the distance of the place 
of work from the individual's place of resi
dence, and (3) the risk involved as to health, 
safety, or morals." 

Section 10 ·is amended by adding· at the· 
end thereof the following subsection: 

"(h) An individual shall not be eligib'e 
for benefits for any week within the 6 weeks 
prior to the expected date of such individual's 
childbirth and within 6 weeks after the date. 
of such childbirth. In determining the ex
pected date of childbirth the Board in its 
discretion may- rely solely upon a doctor's· 
certificate." 

Section 13 (c) is amended to ·read as 
follows: 

"(c) The Board shall each year, not later 
than May 1, submit to Congress a report_ 
covering the administration and operatio·n 
of this act during the preceding calendar 
year, and containing such recommendations 
as the Board wishes to make." 

Section 14 is amended to read as follows: 
·.,SEc. 14. All moneys received by the Board' 

from the "Uhlted States ·under title III of the 
Social Security Act or fro·m other sources for 
administering this act shall, iJilme_diately_ 
upon such receipt, be deposited in t11e' Treas-; 
ury of the United States as a special deposit. 
to be used solely to pay such administrative 
expenses ' (including expenditur~s for rent,. 
for suitable office space in t~e District of Co
lumbia,- and for lawbooks, books of reference,· 
and periodicals) , traveling expenses wli'e~ 
authorized ,by the Board, premiums on the 
bonds of its employees, and allowances to 
investigators for furnishing privately owned 
motor. v:ehicles .in..the .per.formance of . o~cial· 
duties at rates not to exceed $40 per month. 
All such payments of expenses 'sJ::lall be made 
by checks drawn by the Board and shall be 
subject to audit by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbiain the same manner 
as are payments of ot4er expenses of the 
District. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this section an,d the·-provisions of sections 2 
and 8 of this act, the Board is authorized to 
requisition and receive from its account in 
the unemployment trust fund in the Treas
ury of the United States of America, in the 
manner permitted by Federal law, such 
moneys standing to the District's credit in 
such fund, as are permitted by Federal law 
to be used for expenses incurred by the 
Board for the administration of this act and 
to expend such moneys for such purposes. 
Moneys so received shall, immediately upon 
such receipt, be deposite.d in the Treasury 
of the United States in the same special ac
count as are all other moneys recei-ved for 
the administration of -this .act. All moneys 
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received by the Board pursuant to section 
302 of the Social Security Act shall be ex
pended solely for the purposes and in the 
amounts found necessary by the Department 
of Labor for the proper and efficient admin
istration of this act. In lieu of incorpora
tion in this act of the provision described in 
section 303 (a) (9) of the Social Security 
Act, the Board shall include in its annual re
port to Qongress, provided in section 13 (c) 
of this act, a report of any moneys received 
after July 1, 1941, from the Department of 
Labor under title III of the Sociai Security 
Act, and any unencumbered balances in the 
unemployment compensation administra
tion fund as of that date, which the Depart
ment of Labor finds have, because of any 
action or contingency, been lost or have 
been expended for purposes other than, or· 
in amounts in excess of, those found neces
sary by the Department of Labor for the 
proper administration of this act:·· 

Section 15 (c) is amended ·to read as fol-
lows: · 

" (c) The Commissioners of the District 
shall serve on the Board without additional 
compensation, but the representatives of em
ployees and employers, respectively, shall be 
paid $25 for each day of active service. For 
the purposes of this subsection, a part of a 
day shall be construed as an entire day." 

Section 19 (a) is amended to read as fol-
lows: · 

"(a) Whoever makes a false statement or 
representation knowing it to be false, or 
knowingly fails to disclose a material fact, 
to obtain or increase any benefit or other 
payment provided for in this act or under an 
employment security law of any other State, 
of the Federal Government, or a foreign gov
ernment for himself or any other individual, 
shall, for each such offense, be fined not more 
than $100 or imprisoned not more than 60 
days, or both." 

Section 19 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following subsection: 

" (e) Any person who the Board finds has 
made a false statement or representation 
knowing it to be false, or who knowingly fails 
to disclose a material fact, to obtain or in
crease any benefit or any other payment 
under this act may be required by the Board 
to repay to it for the fund· a sum equal to 
the amount of all benefits received by him 
for weeks subsequent to the date of the 
offense and falling within the benefit year 
current at the time of the offense. Such 
claimant may also be disqualified for benefits 
for all . or part of the remainder of such 
benefit year and for · a period of not more 
than 1 year commencing witll the end of 
such benefit year and thereafter while any 
sum payable to the Board for t~e fund under 
this subsection is still due and unpaid, un
less the Board in its discretion shall decide, 
after the disqualification imposed has been 
served, to allow the claimant to file a claim 
for benefits and recoup from such benefits . 
the amount still payable to the Board. 

"All ~n~lings under this subsection shall 
be made by an appeals tribunal of the Board 
which shall afford the claimant a reasonable 
opportunity for a fair hearing in accordance 
with the provisions of section 11 of this act, 
and such findings shall be subject to review 
in the same manner as all other disqualifica
tions decided by an appeals tribunal of the 
Board." 

There shall be added after section 26 the 
following: 

"SEc. 27. (a) Whenever this act prescribes 
the performance of a duty by any official or 
agency of the District of Columbia, such 
duty shall be performed by the · Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia or such 
otHcer, employee, or agency as the Commis
sioners may delegate to perform the duty 
for them. 

"(b) Where· any provision of this act, or 
any amendment made by this act, refers to 
an office or agency abolished by or under the 
authority of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 

1952, such reference shall be deemed to be 
the office, agency, or officer exercising the 
functions of the office or agency so abol
ished." 

TRANSITION PROVISIONS 

SEC. 2. (a) As used in this section, unless 
the context clearly requires otherwise--

(!) "old law" means the unemployment 
compensation law prior to its amendment by 
this act; 

(2) "new law" means the unemployment 
compensation law as amended by this act; 
and 

(3) "effective date" means the date upon 
which the new law becomes effective. 

(b) The benefit rights of any individual 
having a benefit year current on or after the 
effective date shall be redetermined and 
benefits for calendar weeks ending subse
quent to the effective date shall be paid in 
accordance with the new law: Provided, That 
no claimant shall have his· benefits reduced 
or denied by redetermination resulting from 
the application of this provision. · All initial 
and continued claims for benefits for weeks 
occurring within a benefit year which com
mences on or after the effective date shall be 
computed and paid in accord)1nce with the 
new law. 

(c) This act shall take effect on January 1, 
1955. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate disagree to the amendment 
of the House of Representatives, request 
a conference thereon with the House, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The· motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BEALL, 
Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. MANSFIELD con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

EXTENSION OF DIRECT HOME AND 
FARMHOUSE LOAN AUTHORITY
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the ·committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 8152) to extend 
to June 30, 1955, the direct home and 
farmhouse loan authority of the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs under 
title III of the Servicemen's Readjust
ment Act of 1944, as amended, to make 
additional funds available therefor, and 
for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

'!'he legislative clerk read the report. 
<For conference report, see House pro

ceedings of today, p. 1394·8, CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me inquire of the distinguished chair
man of the committee whether the re
port is a unanimous one. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes, it is 100 per
cent unanimous. 

Mr. President, I ask that the report be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 
[Putting the question.] 

'I'he 1·eport was agreed to. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 
The Senate resumea the conside~ation 

of the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a stable, 
prosperous, and free agriculture, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment identified as "7-
20-54-A." · Since the amendment is 
rather long, I do not ask that it be read 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
at this point in the RECORD, instead of . 
being read. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
amendment is offered by me, on behalf 
of myself, the senior Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. THYE], the senior Senator 
from · South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT], the 
senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRAN], the junior Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], the senior Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT], the junior 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CRIPPA], 
the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GoLDWATER], and the junior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The amendment · submitted by Mr. 
ANDERSON, on behalf of himself, Mr. 
THYE, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. 
MILLIKIN, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. CRIPPA, Mr." 
GOLDWATER, and Mr. BENNETT, was or·· 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

At the end of the bill insert the following 
new title: 

"TITLE VIII__:NATIONAL FOREST 
ADMINISTRATION 

"SEc. 801. This title shall apply to the na
tional forests and lands administered by the 
·secratary of 'Agriculture (hereinafter called 
the Secretary) under title III of the Bank• 
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act. 

"SEc. 802. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
to promote and encourage the construction 
and maintenance of fences, range water facil
ities, the undertaking of range reseeding and 
noxious plant control projects, and other 
such improvements, upon the Federal lands 
concerned to the maximum practicable ex• 
tent by the holders of grazing privileges. 
As an incentive to make such improvements. 
the Secretary is authorized · to enter into 
agreements with the holders of grazing priv
ileges providing for the construction and 
maintenance of such improvements and the 
terms under which the increased grazing ca
pacity resulting from so .much of such im· 
provements as are undertaken at the expense 
of such holders will be made available to 
such holders. 

" (b) To further promote and encourage 
the construction and maintenance of such 
range improvements the Secretary shall pro
vide by rules and regulations for compensa• 
tion to such privilege holders or their es• 
tates for the loss of the value of such 
improvements, where such improvements 
shall have been authorized by the proper 
governmental agency and where such loss 
is caused by subsequent governmental action 
not occasioned either by abandonment or 
unlawful acts of the privilege holders or by 
fire, flood, drought, or other disaster which 
causes injury to the lands or improvements
covered by the permit: Provided, That in the 
event such loss is .the result of the action of 
a Federal agency other than the Department 
of Agriculture or ·because the Federal lands 
are needed for or transferred or assigned to 
another governmental agency for adminis
tration such compensation shall be paid by 
such other agency. 
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" (c) No permit shall be issued which shall 
entitle a permittee to the use of improve
ments constructed ana owned by a prior per
mittee until either such prior permittee or 
his estate has received compensation from 
the Government in accordance with the pro
visions of section 802 (b) or the applicant . 
has paid to the prior permittee or his estate 
the reasonable value of such improvements 
to be determined under rule~ and regulations 
of the Secretary; but no prior permittee who 
shall have abandoned his permit shall be 
required to be compensated. 

" (d) The value of any improvement as 
determined under subsection (b) or (c) shall 
not .exceed its replacement cost, less a per
centage thereof commensurate with the 
expired portion of its· normal life. The 
normal life of any improvement shall be de
termined under rules and regulations of the 
Secretary and shall not exceed 20 years. 
· "SEC. 803. The Secretary shall provide by 
rules and regulations for the terms and con
ditions under which transfers of grazing 
privileges may be made. The Secretary, at 
the time of transfer, shall not make any re
duction in the number of permitted live
stock solely on the basis that the permit is 
being transferred. 

· "SEc. 804. Based upori the customary prac
tices of the grazing privilege"holders of each 
locality concerned, the Secretary shall main
tain standards as to the kind and extent of 
lands, waters, or ranch or range improve
ments or any . combination thereof, .com
monly known as base properties, required as 
a· qualification for grazing privileges on the 
lands to which this title applies. 

"SEc. 805. (a) Regulations of the Secre
tary applicable to any occupancy and use of 
lands described in section 801 shall include 
provisions whereby any action or decision 
of an officer of the Department with respect 
to such occupancy and use may, upon request 
of any person aggrieved by the action or de
cision, be reviewed. Unless a request for re
view is made in accordance with the provi
sions of such regulation, the action or de
cision shall be .final. 

"(b) Reviews by the Secretary of deci
sions of the Chief of the Forest Service with 
respect to such occupancy and use shall, 
upon written request to the Secretary, be 
referred by him to a board consisting of 
three members. One member of the board 
shall be an employee of the Department of 
Agriculture, to be designated by the Secretary 
from any agency of the Department, except 
the Forest Service. The second member shall 
be designated by the person requesting the 
review. The third member of the board shall 
be selected by the other two members to 
represent the general public, but such third 
member shall not be either an employee of 
the Federal or any State government or 
directly connected with the interest or in
terests concerned. Should the first two 
members fail for more than 30 days after 
their appointment to agree upon a third 
member, such third member representing the 
general public shall be appointed by the 
United States district court for any district 
in which any of the lands with respect to 
'which the matter in dispute arose are lo
cated. Neither the first nor third member 
shall be a resident of the State in which the 
lands with respect to which the matter ' in 
dispute arose are located. The members of 
the board .shall receive .such per diem and 
actual expenses as may be determined by the 
Secretary. Hearings shall be held in the 
.State in which the lands with respect to 
which the matter in dispute arose are located. 
The board shall consider the case on its 
merits and furnish its advice and recommen
·dation to the Secretary. 

" (c) Upon the completion of the review, 
the Secretary shall render a decision which 
shall affirm, modify, or rev.erse the action or 
decision under review.. The decision pf the 
Secretary shall be final unless an appeal 

·therefrom pursuant to section 6 is taken 

within 60 days from the day on which the 
decision is announced. 
. "SEC. 806. (a) Any person who ls aggrieved 
by a decision of the Secretary under section 
805 may appeal to the Secretary for a review 
de novo of the action or decision of the 
officer reviewed under section 805, or of such 
action or decision as modified or reversed 
by the decision of the Secretary under such 
section, by filing a petition therefor within 
60 days from the date on which the decision 
of the Secretary under such section is an
nounced. The petition for appeal shall be 
in such form and contain such information 
and allegations as the Secretary, by regula
tions, shall prescribe. Upon the filing of a 
petition within the time prescribed in this 
subsection, the Secretary shall, in accord
ance with the petition, review de novo the 
action or decision of the officer reviewed 
under section 805, or such action or decision 
as modified or reversed by the Secretary under 
such section. A formal hearing shall be 
held, in accordance with regulations of the 
Secretary, in the State in which the lands 
with respect to which the matter in dispute 
arose are located. The Secretary shall render 
a decision affirming, modifying, or reversing 
the action or decision reviewed under sec
tion 805, or such action or decision as modi
fied or reversed by the Secretary under such 
section. The decision of the Secretary 
under this section shall, except as provided 
in section 808, be final. 

"(b) For the purpose of any hearing pro
vided for in this section, the Secretary or 
his designated representative is authorized 
to, and at the request of the appellant shall, 
take the deposition of any person, and by 
subpena require any person to appear and 
testify, or to appear and produce documents, 
or both, at any named place, before the Sec
retary or his designated representative, or be
fore the person taking the deposition. The 
Secretary or his designated representative is 
also authorized to administer oaths or affir
mations to such witnesses. Any deposition 
may be taken before any person designated 
by the Secretary or his designated repre
sentative and having power to administer 
oaths. 

"(c) Witnesses subpenaed under this sec
tion shall be paid the same fees and mileage 
as are paid witnesses in the district courts. 

"(d) In the case of contumacy by, or re
fusal to obey a subpena served upon, any 
person, the district court "in which such per
son resides, transacts business, or is found 
shall, upon application by the Secretary, 
have jurisdiction to issue an order requiring 
such person to appear and give testimony, or 
to appear and produce documents or both, 
and any failure to obey- such order of the 
court may be punished by such court as a 
contempt thereof. 

"SEc. 807. The United States district 
court within whose jurisdiction the formal 
hearing required by section 806 (a) was held 
is vested with jurisdiction · to review any 
decision made under the provisions of section 
806 (a) provided a petition for that purpose 
1s filed within 60 days from the date of the 
entry of such decision. Service of process in 
any such proceedings may be had upon the 
Secretary by delivering to him a copy of the 
petition. Within the time · prescribed by, 
and in accordance with the requirements of, 
rules promulgated by the court, unless the 
proceeding has been· terminated on a motion 
to dismiss the petition, the Secretary shall 
file in the office of the clerk the record on 
review, duly certified, consisting of the plead
ings, evidence, and proceedings before the 
Secretary under section 806, or such portions 
thereof as such rules shall require to .be in
cluded in such record, or such portions there
.of as the petitioner and the Secretary, with 
the approval of the court, shall agree upon in 
writing. 

"SEc. 808. Petitions filed pursuant to sec
tion 807 of this title, unless determined on a 
motion to dismiss the petition, shall be heard 

by the .court upon the record of the plead
ings, evidence adduced, and proceedings be
fore the Secretary. If the court determines 
that the decision of the Secretary under sec
~ion 806 is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of 
discretion, or otherwise not in accordance 
with law, it shall remand such proceedings 
to the Secretary with directions either (a) to 
make such decision as the court shall deter
mine to be in accordance with law, or (b) to 
take such further proceedings as in its 
opinion the law requires. If the court affirms 
the decision reviewed, the petitioner shall 
be required to pay the costs of such review 
as determined by the court. The court may 
require bond or other assurance from the 
petitioner to assure payment of such costs. 

"SEc. 809. The pendency of proceedings 
instituted pursuant to section 806 or sec
tion 807 of this title shall not, unless spe
cifically ordered by the Secretary or the 
court, as .the case may be, operate to stay or 
suspend the application of the decision 
involved. 

"SEc. 810. Decisions and rulings by the 
Secretary with respect to the occupancy and 
use of the lands described in section 801 
(except those relating to the authority de
scribed in the next sentence) shall not be 
reviewed in any manner except as herein 
provided. Nothing in this title shall be con
strued to restrict the authority of the Sec
retary in his discretion to limit or discon
tinue the occupancy and use of any such 
lands for the purpose of preventing injury 
~o such lands or to change the use of any 
such lands from one use to any other au
thorized use, nor .to authorize the review 
under section 806, 807, or 808 of this title 
of any action or decision with respect to the 
powers reserved to the Secretary in this sec
tion. Nor shall anything in this title be 
~onstrued_ to preve:q.t or restrict any appro
priate action with respect to any unauthor
.ized use or occupancy of any such lands, 
nor to authorize the review under section 
805, 806, 807, or 808 of this title of any such 
action or decision with respect thereto. 
. "SEC. 811. In order to obtain the views 
and · recommendations of the various users 
of the lands described in section 801 and 
their resources on questions of policy in
volved in the multiple use of such lands, the 
Secretary may establish multiple-use advi
sory councils: Provided, however, That such 
councils shall not supersede or perform any 
of the functions of . the .advisory boards es
tablished under section 18 of the act of 
April 24, 1950 (16 U. S. C. 580k). Such 
councils may be established for any unit 
of such lands, for groups of such units, and 
for all such lands. In appointing the mem
bers of such councils, tbe Secretary shall 
give consideration to the recommendations 
made by the officers of organizations repre
senting the principal interests concerned 
with the use and administration of such 
lands, including, but not limited to, grazing, 
mining, recreation, timber production, 
·watershed conservation, wildlife, and the 
general public. Such councils may submit 
recommendations on their own initiative or 
in response to requests by the Secretary with 
·respect to any question of policy affecting 
the multiple use of such lands. 

"SEc. 812. It is hereby declared to be the 
-policy of the Congress that the Secretary, in 
carrying out the provisions of this · title·, 
shall give full consideration to the safe
guarding Qf all resources and uses made of 
these lands, including grazing, mining, rec
reation, timber production, watershed con
_servation, and wildlife." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment comprises the bill which was 
:Passea by the Senate as an amendment 
to the Grazing Act. That bill was the 
subject of longer hearings than the ·ones 
I have been acquainted with in connec-
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tion with any other proposed grazing 
legislation. 

The original Butler-Barrett-D'Ewart 
bill, Senate bill 1491, was the subject of 
rather extended hearings. 

Representatives of the livestock 
groups, who are particularly interested 
in that bill, made their presentations 
on the bill and sought to have it passed 
by the Congress. The first hearing was 
held before the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Atfairs. At that 
time it was suggested to the representa
tives of the livestock groups that they 
should obtain some acquaintance with 
the views of the Forest Service and, in 
addition, should have in attendance at 
the hearings, representatives of the 
groups interested in conservation. The 
suggestion was made that the Congress 
would not pass a bill primarily in the 
interest of the stockmen, but would in
sist that representatives of the conser
vationist groups be in attendance at the 
hearings and that their point of view 
be considered. 

Subsequently representatives of the 
Forest Service met with representatives 
of the stockmen's organizations; and 
those meetings continued for many 
days. Subsequently also, representa
tives of the game and fish departments 
of the various States were called in; and 
last night I noticed that the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] placed in the 
RECORD a telegram from the Montana 

· Flsh and .Game Department, saying that 
it supported Senate bill 2548, as amend
ed, which is in reality my amendment, 
and I also noticed that passage of the 
bill was recommended by the Western 
Association of Fish and Game Commis
sioners, at their Las Vegas meeting; and 
I also noticed that from Montana had 
come a telegram stating that the Mon
tana Wildlife Association has approved 
the bill, as amended. 

Mr. CASE: Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield for .a ques
tion. 

Mr. CASE. It has always occurred to 
me that the situation which has ex
isted in the national forests is a bit 
anomalous. Up to this time, if permit
tees in the forest expended their own 
money to make water improvements, dig 
wells, build dams, or develop springs, 
there was always the prospect that they 
would lose their money without any 
compensation, which acts as a deterrent 
to their doing anything about it. 

On the other hand, the soil-conserva
tion program has not been applicable 
to the national forests; that is, the 
rancher or stockman has not been able 
to assign to national forest land that 
he might have rented the saine assist
ance he would get if he were building 
a dam or developing a water resource 
on his own land. Consequently, noth
ing has been done on the national for
ests except in cases in which the Na
tional Forest Service has obtained an 
appropriation to do it, and that is always 
in limited amounts. 

In my State there are different types 
of public lands. We have one area of 
public land known as the school sec
tion; section 16 of 36, which is admin
istered by the State. Under the State 

law if a lessee builds a dam on the 
school section during the period of his 
lease, or if he builds a fence or pro
vides some other facility, if he is not the 
successful bidder for the renewal of that 
lease after the end of the 5-year period 
or the extended 5-year period, as the 
case may be, his successor in the lease 
must compensate him for the depre
ciated value of the improvement or fa
cility. That has served to encourage 
conservation on the school section 
lands. The lessee knows if he puts in 
an improvement, develops a dam, erects 
a fence, or opens a spring, he can have 
the use of it while he has the lease, and 
that his successor in interest will com
pensate him for the value of the depre
ciated investment at · the end of the 
period. 

There ought to be some similar ar
rangement in the Forest Service to en
courage conservation of water or the 
development of springs in the forests. 
Is that what this amendment seeks to 
do? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is precisely 
what the amendment seeks to do. I ap
preciate the example which the Senator 
from South Dakota has used. The 
State of South Dakota wisely says that if 
a man improves a school section by es
tablishing water facilities on it and then 
loses his lease, he shall be recompensed 
to· a reasonable degree for such ex
penditure. 

The same thing ought to happen in 
the national forests. That is why many 
of us realize that this is a move in the 
right direction. 
. Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Before I forget it, 

Mr. President, I modify my amendment 
on page 5, line 18, where the figure 6 
appears, to read "806." That is a tech
nical amendment which had been over
looked. 

Mr. BARRETT. I should like to carry 
a little further the discussion the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
had with the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota. 

In the hearings on the bill it was in
dicated that between 1943 and 1952, the 
Forest Service spent $4,442,000 for im
provements on the range of the western 
forests. During the same period of 
time, private operators spent $2,300,000. 
So a total of $6,700,000 was expended 
over the 10-year period. 

I bring that out for this reason: In 
the hearings, Mr. McArdle, the Chief 
Forester, stated that a complete range 
redevelopment program for the western 
lands and forests would cost approxi
mately $100 million. In other words, to 
carry out the program he has in mind 
would take $100 million for a 10-year 
period, and the Congress appropriated 
but $4 million. 

That is precisely why we need the 
program outlined in the bill, which 
would enable the permittees on the for
ests to expend their own money and im
prove the range so as to increase the 
carrying capacity of the range, so that 
they may have the benefit of the im
provement. It is proposed that they be 
pr_otected in their investment as against 
any other user of the forest. 

The question I wish to ask the Senator 
from New Mexico is whether funds can 
be obtained for the improvement of the 
ranges as needed, and as explained by 
the Chief Forester, in any way other 
than by this bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. In my opinion, they 
cannot, and I believe I have a right to 
an opinio:1. When the junior Senator 
from New Mexico came to the Congress, 
he came directly from the Department 
of Agriculture. One of the things which 
had been brought forcibly to his mind 
was the necessity of a program of re
seeding and reforestation in our national 
forests. One of the first bills which he 
introduced had to· do with the reseeding 
and revegetation of our forests. That 
bill is known today in the administration 
of the Forest Service as the Anderson
Mansfield Act, because the present jun
ior Senator from Montana was then a 
Member of the House, and he introduced 
the bill in the House after it was intro
duced in the Senate, and it was a com
panion bill to the Senate measure. 

That legislation would permit the ap
propriation of substantial sums of money 
for revegetation and reforestation. We 
have never been able to get from the 
Congress even a small amount of th& 
money authorized by the law. 

I do not blame that on anyone. I 
recognize that the Appropriations Com
mittees of the Congress, and particularly 
the members of the Appropriations Com
mittee of the Senate, have a very difficult 
burden to carry. They work the longest 
hours I have ever seen men wor1{. The 
range lies there without any particular 
person asking for an appropriation for 
a specific section of it, and consequently 
no appropriation is made. 

I think the only way the forest will be 
built as it ought to be built, the only way 
to provide the proper drainage struc
tures, is to allow those who have permits 
on the forests to build such facilities; 
and, at a subsequent date, if they lose 
their leases, to recompense them for 
what they have done. 

Mr. BARRETT. I am entirely in ac
cord with the Senator's amendment, and 
I thank him for offering it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is the Senator's 
amendment identical with the bill passed 
by the Senate a few weeks ago? 

.Mr. ANDERSON. It is absolutely 
identical with the bill which the Senate 
passed. It is here because--

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator antici
pates my next question. Has the Sena
tor inquired as to the status of the bill 
before the House? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. The bill was 
delayed in the House, as were the wool 
bill and many other bills, because we 
got into a disagreement with the House 
as to how we were going to proceed on 
agricultural legislation. ~very piece of 
.agricultural legislation was put aside, 
and the statement was made that we 
were going to consider a one-package 
bill containing only the items which we 
think ought to be handled. 
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. What assurance 

has the Senator that the House will ac
cept this amendment if the Senate 
adopts it and includes it in the pending 
·bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have no assur
ance whatever. No one has any such 
assurance. I feel that this is good leg
islation, and that there ought to be an
other opportunity to try to see if the 
conferees on the House side will not 
agree to its being adopted and made the 
law of the land. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
know whether or not the House held 
hearings on the bill which we enacted 
several weeks ago? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not sure 
whether the House held hearings on the 
Senate bill, but the House held hearings 
on the former Butler-Barrett-D'Ewart 
bill, and heard ample discussion of the 
so-called Aiken-Thye bill, which was the 
predecessor of this amendment. I com
mend the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry for doing 
what he did in this connection. Meet
ings were held in several cities through 
the West. I recall the conference which 
was held in my home city of Albuquerque. 
The Senator from Vermont brought his 
committee there. Those who were in
vited to attend were not only stockmen, 
not only users of the range, but conserva
tionists were invited, and the game and 
fish administrators were invited. At 
that meeting there was present Hon. 
Hugh Woodward, who is the regional di
rector of the National Wildlife Federa
tion, and is recognized by every citizen 
in our State ·as the leading conservation
ist. Also attending the meeting was 
Elliott Barker, for 25 years the game 
warden in our State. He was as much 
opposed to the stockmen as anyone could 
be. From that meeting of minds of con
servationists, of people who were pri
marily interested in game and fish, and 
people who use the range, there was de
veloped a reasonable bill which all of 
them could support. That is where the 
bill came from. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Loui

siana [Mr. ELLENDER] asked if the 
amendment is identical with the bill the 
Senate passed. As I understand, the 
Senator from New Mexico suggested 
two amendments to the bill which passed 
the Senate. Those amendments had 
been suggested by the Western Associa
tion of Fish and Game Commissioners. 
I believe those amendments were con
sidered to be desirable. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not believe that 
is the case. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Were not those 
amendments adopted by the Senate 
when it passed the bill? 

Mr. AIKEN. No. The Western Asso
ciation of Fish and Game Commission
ers did not hold their meeting until after 
the Senate had passed the bill. The 
amendments were suggested to the 
House, and it seems to me they were the 

ones that the Senator from New Mexico 
had suggested. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the 
amendment is identical with the bill 
wpich was passed by the Senate. The 
National Wildlife Federation is com
posed of a group of individuals who 
certainly could not be accused of trying 
to give away the public domain. Their 
statement is clearly set forth in their 
letter of August 2. I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

· There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 2, 1954. 

Supporting the Aiken bill , S. 2548, as passed 
by the Senate and as it appears in the 
amendment (in the nature of a substi
tute) to the farm bill, S. 3052, as title 
VIII. 

Hon. CLIFFORD HoPE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agri

culture, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. HOPE: The Aiken bill, S. 2548, 
which passed the Senate in amended form 
on March 8, 1954, is now incorporated as title 
VIII-National Forest Administration-in 
the amendment proposed to the farm bill, S. 
3052, proposed by Senators AIKEN, HICKEN
LOOPER, SCHOEPPEL, HOLLAND, and ANDERSON 
on July 29. We therefore thought it appro
priate, as suggested by you, to restate our 
positi.on with regard to this legislation. 

The National Wildlife Federation, the 
Western As·sociation of State Game and Fish 
Commissioners, and the Association of Mid
western Fish, Game, and Conservation Com
missioners, after careful and full considera
tion, have by separate and appropriate reso
lutions endorsed this measure as it was 
passed by the Senate and sent to the House. 
Two minor amendments have been sug
gested, both of which are clarifying. Sena
tor AIKEN has said that they would be ac
ceptable to such proposal. 

The National Wildlife Federation is a non
profit organization of sportsmen-conserva
tionists constituted of affiliated federations 
in 47 of the 48 States, having a combined 
membership of more than 3 million indi
viduals. It is interested in sound manage
ment programs relating to soil, water, forests, 
and wildlife. 

The Western Association · of State Game 
and Fish Commissioners is made up of the 
commissioners and directors of the fish and 
game departments of the 11 western public
land States. These men live continuously 
and intimately with the problems of hunt
ing and fishing, the grazing of livestock, the 
cutting of timber, watershed management, 
and the recreational uses of the public lands. 
Their considered opinion on these matters 
should, therefore, be valuable to the Congress 
in evaluating the merit of a law relating to 
national forest lands, the major portions of 
which are located in these Western States. • 

These three groups are now on record in 
support of this important measure. The 
Association of Midwestern Fish, Game, and 
Conservation Commissioners is composed of 
the commissioners and directors of those 
States in the Mississippi watershed except 
those south of Missouri and Kentucky and 
have similar objectives as those in the west
ern association. 

We deem it fitting and proper to state 
the reasons which impel us to support this 
measure. 

The amendments and reyisions of the orig
inal bill (now title VIII of ·substitute S. 
3052) have completely changed its import 
and effect. It is no longer a measure relating 
to one use only of the national forests: viz, 
grazing. 

Now-for the first time the bill as rewritten 
contains full congressional recognition of the 
multiple use doctrine. 

It directs administration in accordance 
with such pronouncement. -

It implements such mandate by authoriz
ing multiple-use councils, including but not 
limited to representatives of grazing, mining, 
recreation, timber production, watershed 
conservation, wildlife, and the general pub
lic, to advise the Secretary of Agriculture on 
their own initiative or at his request with 
respect to any question of policy affecting 
the multiple use of such lands. 
· The revised version has deleted therefrom 
those provisions of the original bill affording 
to grazing permittees privileges not afforded 
to other users of forest lands. 

The bill now contains the essential pro
visions for which conservation forces have 
long contended. 

As passed by the Senate (and as it now 
appears in title VIII of proposed substitute 
S. 3052) it is a ·fair and just bill giving con
gressional approval to all uses of the na
tional forests and providing for protection 
of each use against any use becoming dom
inant to the detriment of other uses. 

The National Wildlife Federation, as a 
policy, desires to maintain a fair and con
structive attitude toward all legislation, rec
ognizing economic necessities while defend
ing natural resources in behalf of the gen
eral public, instead of a consistently nega
tive attitude. 

We hope that our policy is one of help
fulness to the Congress rather than of un
reasonable opposition. 

Respectfully submitted. 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 

By .CHARLES H. CALLISON, 
Conservation D irector. 

By CARL D. SHOEMAKER, 
Conservation Consultant. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. I understand that the 

affiliates of the National Wildlife Fed
eration, to which the Senator from New 
Mexico has referred, a letter from which 
he has placed in the RECORD, are opposed 
to the measure before us. I have infor
mation to the effect that telegrams have 
been received from 30 State affiliates 
opposing the amendment. These are 
affiliates of the national association. In 
addition to that, I have several telegrams 
from Montana in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD at this point a memorandum 
on this rna tter. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

It is my understanding that the State 
affiliates of the National Wildlife Federation 
in all of the following 30 States still are op
posed to the amended grazing bill, S. 2548, 
and that they have wire'd protests to its pas
sage, and to having it made a part of the 
farm bill, S. 3052: Arizona, Arkansas, Cali
fornia, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis
sissippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New 
York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Okla 
homa, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin. 

I believe that my colleagues from all of 
those States already have received wires from 
the State federations. Many more of the 
State affiliates of the National Wildlife Fed
eration, which passec~ that resolution so 
hurriedly in Chicago, undoubtedly would ex
press themselves if they knew of this last
minute move. Georgia, which is not affili-
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ated with the National Wildlife Federation, 
is on record in opposition to the grazing bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I merely wish to 
say that if 30 affiliates have sent tele
grams in opposition to the measure, they 
certainly did not send them to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I 
do not know to whom those telegrams 
were sent. Certainly they are not on 
file with the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. So far as the Wildlife 
Federation is concerned, I assutne the 
Senator is aware of the fact that the 
Montana association yesterday sent a 
telegram saying: 

The Montana Wildlife Federation ap
proves the grazing bill as amended. 

Why should they not approve it? For 
the first time that I know of in the 
history of legislation dealing with the 
range in this country, there has been 
recognition of the multiple use of the 
forests. I have not been able to find any 
such recognition of multiple use of for
ests in prior legislation. 

Section 812 reads as follows: 
SEc. 812. It is hereby declared to be the 

policy of the Congress that the Secretary, ·in 
carrying out the provisions of this title, 
shall give full consideration to the safe
guarding of all resources and uses made of 
these lands, including grazing, mining, rec
reation, timber production, watershed con
servation, and wildlife. 

Heretofore, the Secretary of Agricul
ture has been largely concerned with 
grazing and the timber production 
phases of our national forests. In a 
public statement, which I hope will be 
incorporated into law, he now says that 
he is to consider the multiple uses of 
the forests, and that he cannot merely 
concern himself with the people who 
harvest the timber or the people who 
graze livestock, but must also concern 
himself with the recreational uses of the 
forests, as well as with watershed con
servation and wildlife activities. That 
is a very substantial gain, and it may ac
count for the reason that wildlife feder
ations have supported the bill. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. Is it not a fact that 

the grazing permittees are given special 
privileges, and that it was the intention 
originally, before the bill was amended, 
that the bill should be confined to the 
grazing permittees? As a result of the 
opposition, this amendment has been of
fered to the pending bill. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Montana is entirely correct when he says 
that in the original version it was hoped 
to deal only with _the grazing question. 
However, when the grazing people met 
with the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, it became apparent that 
that would not be the solution. 

Mr. MURRAY. At that time the 
affiliates in the various States of the 
Union did not know what the situation 
was, and therefore they could not express 
themselves at that meeting. Since that 
time the affiliates in 30 States have 
signified their opposition to the measure. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That statement is 
entirely in error. In the first hearing, 

which was held in July 1953, there was 
no warning to the wildlife organizations. 
I would appreciate it if the junior Sen
ator from Virginia, if he is interested, 
would listen to what I have to say. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
y.rill the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. The junior Sen

ator from Virginia has been listening 
to the Senator from New Mexico. He 
was trying to give to the senior Sena
tor from Montana information as to 
why the State units of the American 
Wildlife Federatio:Q. are overwhelmingly 
opposed to the amendment. They have 
EO informed us after they found out 
what was involved. There was no ade
quate debate and no real information 
was available when the bill passed the 
Senate. The bill has been tied up in 
the House ever since the American 
Wildlife Federation found out what was 
involved. 

The junior Senator from Virginia is 
listening, and he will have an oppor
tunity further to express himself when 
the junior Senator from New Mexico 
has concluded his remarks. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, that 
is exactly what I have been hoping 
would happen. We held hearings on 
the bill as originally drawn. The bill as 
originally drawn was solely concerned 
with grazing, or so it seemed to me. I 
do not know whether the people who are 
protesting now were present then. I 
do not recall their being present. I do 
know that the junior Senator from New 
Mexico was present, and I know he pro
·tested the bill as it was originally drawn. 
The suggestion was made at that time 
that those interested in the bill had bet
ter meet with representatives of the 
wildlife organizations with those inter
ested in fish and game and with the con
servationists. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Mexico yield 
himself further time? His time has 
expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield myself an 
additional 15 minutes. . 

It was suggested also that they had 
better meet with the Forest Service rep
resentativ.es and find out if a bill could 
not be c.lrafted that would meet the ob
jections. Then what happened? The 
bill was prepared, and a hearing was held 
first at the city of Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
I believe a meeting was held at Colorado 
Springs, and at various cities in Idaho, 
Montana, and Wyoming. To each meet
ing those interested in wildlife were in
vited. They were given an opportunity 
to express themselves, and they did ex
press themselves. Does not the Senator 
from Vermont recall that representatives 
of the wildlife organizations were invited 
to every one of the meetings, and that 
they attended the meetings? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. All 
those who were interested in wildlife and 
conservation were invited. They tes
tified, and they gave us extensive in-· 
formation. I do not know of any piece 
of legislation proposed before this Con
gress on which there has been distributed 
so much misleading propaganda in op
position to it. The word has gone out to 
the various clubs that the bill gives stock-

men a vested right in the land. That 
statement is incorrect and was recently 
carried in a publication which goes out 
from Washington every- Monday morn
ing, purporting to give information on 
agricultural subjects. That misrepre
sentation has gone all over the country. 
Occasionally one club does oppose the bill 
because it has been misled. I have never 
seen such an unwarranted campaign, and 
I am sure the purpose of the campaign is 
to cover up activities which might-have 
a detrimental effect on our national 
forests. · 

Mr. MURRAY. The information I 
have from Montana is that all affiliates 
of the National Wildlife Association are 
c,pposed to this proposed legislation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator 
give us thf'> source of that information? 
We keep_on hearing these statements, but 
when we check back--

Mr. MURRAY. I have four telegrams 
from Montana. There is one from Mis
soula, and one from the fish and game 
association, concerning a resolution 
against any legislation which would lower 
the standards of management of public 
lands. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But this bill does 
not lower . the standards; it raises them. 
Naturally, if we should say to some group, 
"Are you for legislation which would 
lQwer the standards of management of 
our public lands?" they would see that a 
resolution was adopted saying that they 
were not in favor of such legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY. My understanding is 
that the cattlemen in Montana are in 
favor of maintaining the present ·system 
which is in operation' and which has 
worked entirely satisfactorily, and that 
this proposed legislation is riot desired 
a:Qd would not be for the best interests 
of those who are solicitous about the na
tional forests. It is not only the cattle
men who are interested in forests. Tim
ber conservationists and recreational or
ganizations are also interested in the 
matter. There are many, many recrea
tional places in our national forests. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Exactly. The rec
reational interests have rights in this 
bill. For the first time there is written 
into the bill language with reference to 
their water rights in the national forests. 

Mr. MURRAY. That has been done 
because of the opposition to this pro
posed legislation, but it was not intended 
to be incorporated in the first instance. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That may be true; 
but I am one of those who were in oppo
sition; I am one of those who said the 
bill as originally drafted was not going 
to pass. I thought it looked after only 
the grazing rights. There is a matter of 
Eerious argument as to that. But the 
interes-ting thing is that the cattlemen 
did not stop with that. They said, "We 
will sit down with representatives of .the 
Forest Service and with representatives 
of the Wildlife Association and the Fish 
and Game Commissioners"; and they 
did. Does the Senator know a man 
named 0. A. Clark? 

Mr. MURRAy. Yes, I do. 
Mr. ANDERSON. He is an upright 

man, is he not? 
Mr. MURRAY. That does not have 

anything to do with the question. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
know the secretary of the Wildlife Fed .. 
eration? 
. Mr. MURRAY. My telegrams are to 

the effect that they are opposed to this 
proposed legislation. I have a telegram 
from the Izaak Walton League, which is 
opposed to it, and I have received a very 
long telegram in opposition to it. I ask 
unanimous consent that that telegram 
and the other messages which I have re
ceived be incorporated in the RECORD at 
this point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have no objection 
to that. 

There . being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MISSOULA, MONT., August 7, 1954. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D . C .: 

New small permittees will be effectively ex
cluded national forest permits if S. 2548 
passes as rider to farm bill. Aiken bill 
also encourages establishment vested rights 
by existing permittees. I am bitterly op
posed to Hope-Aiken bills. Hope you will 
vigorously oppose this giveaway. 

LEON C. HURTT, 
President, Grasshaven Ranches. 

MISSOULA, MONT., August 7, 1954. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

From my years in charge forest grazing, 
Missoula and Denver regions, I strongly op
pose Aiken rider to farm bill because it gives 
undue advantage to large permittees and 
weakens essential control on national for
ests. Will you vigorously oppose this leg
islation? 

GLEN A. SMITH, 
Assistant Regional Forester, Re

tired. 

MissouLA, MoNT., August 8, 1954. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 

Senator from Montana, 
. Washington, D. C.: 

. The Western Montana Fish and Game As
sociation, an affiliate of the Mo.ntana Wild
life Federation, in · open meeting resolved 
against legislation which would lower the 
standards of management of national pub
lic lands. As chairman of the public rela
tions committee of that association, I ex
press opposition to grazing bill S. 2548 at
tached as rider to farm bill S. 3052. 

J. W. SEVERY. 

HAMILTON, MONT., August 7, 1954. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 

Senate, washington, D. C .: 
Ravalli County Fish and Wild Life Asso

ciation, Hamilton, Mont., with 483 members 
remain opposed to the grazing bill S. 2548 
and oppose the attachment of this impor
tant legislation as a rider to farm bill S. 
3052. We urge your continued opposition 
to the above bill. 

RAVALLI COUNTY F'ISH AND W"J.LJJ 
LIFE ASSOCIATION, 

By V. C. HOLKINGSORTH, President. 

CASPER, WYO., August 8, 1954. 
C. R. GUTERMUTH, 

North American Wildlife Foundation, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Advised Senator ANDERSON, New Mexico, 
has introduced the stockmen's grazing bill, 
S. 2548, as an amendment to S. 3052, which 
is the administration's general farm bill. 
The . unscrupulous efforts on the part of the 
proponents of S. 2548 to lead Congress to 
believe that the conservation organizations 
and the sportsmen's clubs of the States af
fected are in favor of such legislation are 

reprehensible and will be proven to be entire
ly false just as soon as certification resolu
tions can reach your office. The controversy 
overS. 2548 and its companion in the -House, 
H. R. 6787, is already establishing the fact 
that the vast majority of the people through
out the Western 6tates, wherein our public 
domain and most of our national forests are 
located, are fearful of any more special-in
terest legislation .and particularly anything 
infringing on something as vital to our na
tional welfare as are our national forests and, 
as a result, candidates for Governor, Con
gress, and the United States Senate who have 
endorsed this proposed legislation will find 
it embarrassing in trying to justify their ac
tions to the people throughout the Western 
States who are in position ·to appreciate just 
how valuable our national forests really are 
to the Nation's welfare. I am forwarding you 
evidence of the fact that every chapter of the 
Izaak Walton League in Wyoming and over 
11,000 members of the Wyoming Federation 
of Sportsmen's Clubs have unanimously gone 
on record against this and all similar legisla
tion. Urge you to make these facts known 
to the Senate committee. 

CHARLES E. PIERSALL, 
National Director, Izaak Walton League 

of America. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator's 

amendment in any way grant vested 
property rights to any of the people who 
improve the public lands? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say to the 
Senator that he knows I am not a lawyer, 
but, to the best of my ability, and on the 
advice which I have before me, it does 
not. It does say, however-and I want 
to be frank about that-that if a man 
builds a dam in the forest range which 
the Forest Service believes is essential in 
connection with a water supply, he shall 
have some sort of recompense for putting 
in that feature. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it true or false that 
he can devise the improvements he 
makes on public lands, under this 
amendment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does that mean 
that when he dies he can leave it to 
someone? 

Mr. MORSE. Does it go to his heirs? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I think so. 
Mr. MORSE. If that is true, it grants 

a vested property interest in the public 
domain. 

Mr. ANDERSON. When his lease ex
pires, his heirs do not have a right to 
go on forever and ever. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. 'I'HYE. Mr. President, I should 

like to assure the Senator from Oregon 
that the improvements would not in any 
sense go to the heirs. There might be an 
unusual value in an improvement, such 
as the development of a spring which 
had been only a mudhole, so to speak. A 
man may have put in some concrete and 
pipes, and in that manner developed a 
spring providing a good water supply 
for his livestock. 

He may have invested $200 or 
$400 in that development, and he 
may pass away and his widow might 
have some right to the investment. 
However; there would be no title to that 
property. It would have . to be passed on 
by the forestry authorities. · 

The reason why we conceived the pro
visions that are in this bill with refer
ence to . this question was primarily to 
encourage the eradication of the so
called brushy weeds which have taken 
over some of the land and made it unfit 
for grazing. Oftentimes a rancher can 
take his tractor equipment and chop up 
this brushy, woody plant and thereby 
permit the native grass to reestablish 
itself. It may be that he would have an 
investment of $300 or $400 an acre, which 
might represent, over a tract of grazing 
land, a $1,000 investment. 

If he were to die or should find it nec
essary to leave that grazing property, it 
would go back to the Public Lands Ad
ministrator. In that event the question 
of his expenditure in the grazi.ng im
provement of the land could be raised, 
and compensation could be made to his 
estate. But, otherwise, there is nothing 
in the bill-and we sat through the hear
ings, and I was a member of the . sub
committee which drafted this language
which would give anyone the right to it 
except as ·a user of the property estab
lished· under a lease with the public 
grazing land management. That is my 
understanding of it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator permit 

me to read the language, starting at the 
bottom of page 2 and going to the top of 
page 3: 

(c) No permit shall be lss:ued which shall 
entitle a permittee to the use of improve
ments constructed and owned by a ' prior 
permittee until either such prior permittee 
or his estate has received compensation from 
the Government in accordance with the pro
visions of section 802 (b) or the applicant 
has paid to the prior permittee or his estate 
the reasonable· value of such improvements 
to be determined under rules and regulations 
of the Secretary; but no prior permittee who 
shall have abandoned his permit shall be re
quired to be compensated. 

I wish to say, as a lawyer, that I should 
love to have that kind of business walk 
into my office. ,. ' 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know 'what 
kind of business it is. I would simply say 
that if a man had built a dam costing 
from $25,000 to $50,000, w~th the ap
proval of the Forest Service, it would not 
be right to say that if he should die his 
estate would receive nothing. These -im
provements would be completely wiped 
out in a period of 25 years. Some of th~m 
may last for a whole lifetime. But under 
present regulations does anyone believe 
that cannot be done if we want to do it? 

Mr. THYE. Mr . .President, will the 
Senator yield further at that particular 
point? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. I believe the Senator 

from New Mexico mentioned a figure of 
$50,000 as the cost of the installation 
of a dam. I believe none of us carried 
the thought in mind that any such in
vestment would be either developed 
under the act or even contemplated 
under the act. We were thinking more 
about the fact that in this mountajnous 
terrain there are streaJllS or sprmgs 
which, unless they are developed, do not 
furnish a water supply. 
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What we are endeavoring to do . in slightest sense personally critical of 

that public grazing area is to develop him. 
a water supply for the various areas · I should appreciate it if the Senator 
on the -range, so that the cattle will from New Mexico would turn his atten
not have to traverse 3 or 4 miles to reach tion to section 804 of his proposed 
water, because the cattle will only graze amendment, appearing at the bottom of 
around a waterhole. Only starvation page 3. 
will force the cattle farther and farther The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
away from the waterhole. Therefore, time of the Senator has expired. 
they destroy "the grazing values near the Mr. ANDERSON. I yield myself 5 
water, and they do not move back on more minutes. 
the range until they are starved into . The -PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten 
doing so. In the process the animals minutes additional? 
walk too much of their flesh off. Mr. ANDERSON. I should appreci- · 

The whole purpose of the act is to ate-- it if the other side would yield a lit
develop .one water source, let us say, on tie time: • This discussion is not only 
one side of the range, and. · another on my discussion. 
another side of the range, maybe 2 or 3 Mr. DOUGLAS. I certainly do not 
miles away, and to follow the same proc- desire to act as chairman. 
ess across the range, so as to get an even Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
distribution of grazing. yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 

There was only one . reason why I be- Illinois. 
came interested in this m-atter, since I · Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena
am not a western man. I had the good tor from Louisiana. 
fortune to spend about 10 days in and Mr. DOUGLAS .. The section reads: 
about Willcox, Ariz., on a ranGh. I rode Based upon the customary practices of the 
the range. I became interested in the grazing privilege holders of each -locality 
water supply and the distrib:ution of concerned, the Secretary shall . maintain 

· water and the places where the salt was standards as to the kind and extent of lands, 
put in order to get the cattle spread out waters or ranch or range imprqvements or 

any· combination thereof, commonly known 
across the range. as base properties, required as a qualifica-

When I saw the muddy springs, where tion for grazing privileges on the lands to· 
neither cattle nor other animals could which this title applies. - · 
drink, I saw that with a cost of $300 
or $400 such springs could be developed 
into excellent water supplies, _- which 
would bring about a proper distribution 
on the range. 

I came back .from that trip and I 
joined with my colleagues in the form~
lation of a bill looking to - the accom
plishment of what we thought was 
needed. 

I do not .like the provision in the 
House bill. That is the reason why we 
are endeavoring to adopt the ·Senate 
language and have it incorpor-ated into 
the pending bill, so that it will be in 
conference when the bill goes to con-
ference. _ . 

I wish to say to the Senator _from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], I do not believe 
that we will ever find ourselves involved 
with a problem of even a $20,000 or 
$50,000 dam on such grazing property. 

Mr. MORSE. What language is there 
in the bill to prevent it? 

Mr. THYE. There is no language to 
prevent it, but I cannot foresee it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to 
preface my remarks by saying that those 
of us who come from regions where 
there are no national forests are natu
rally at a disadvantage in this debate, 
because we do not know the practices 
followed under leases granted in the 
national forests. Certainly I do not pre
tend to any expertness in this matter. 

Secondly, I hold the Senator from 
New Mexico in very high esteem for the 
great contribution which he has made 
to the work of this body. I am sure the 
Senator has labored with a high sense of 
public interest in this whole matter. 
Therefore, I hope the Senator from New 
Mexico will not think the questions 
which I shall address to him · are in the 

The question in my mind about . this 
language is: Suppose in a given locality 
the customary practice has been for 
more cattle to be given grazing privileges 
than the land can possibly support, with 
the result that there is overgrazing of 
the land, with the effect which this in
evitably has upon the water supply, 
growth of new trees, and so on. 
. Since the Secretary :i.s to maintain 

standards based upon the customary-
. practices, - if the customary practices 
themselves are faulty, is the Secretary 
not estopped from making any improve
ment in the terms of the leases con
cer.ning the number of cattle or the rmm
ber of sheep which can be quartered on 
these lands.? That is the first question. 
. Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be happy to 
answer that question. . Let -me say to 
the Senator from -Illinois that just the 
opposite is true under this amendment. 

In the first place, section 804 refers 
to base properties, and base properties 
have nothing to do with the number of 
cattle. The question is whether or not 
in developing the rangeland there shall 
be a home headquarters; whether there 
~hall be Q.~veloped certain springs; and 
whether there is a need for a certain 
amount of patented land mixed in with
the grazing land which is used. This 
has nothing to do with the number of 
cattle. 

Let me · call to the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois the fact that there 
was written into the bill section 8iO, 
which says: 

Decisions and rulings by the Secretary 
wi-t;h respect to the occupancy and use of 
the lands described in section 801 (except 
those relating to the authority described in 
the -next sentence) shall not be reviewed 
in any manner except as herem provided. 

I had something to do with trying to 
put that language in the bill, because, as 
Secretary ·of A r;_ .·:.culture, I had heard 

some of the appeals. There were cer
tain persons who tried to take me into 
court on the decisions which I had made 
in connection with the national forests. 

I said, ''You cannot change the rights 
of the Secretary. He has a right to de
cide to cut down the number-of grazing 
units on a giYen piece of land." 

That is written into the law. It is one 
of the finest protections we can have. 
Sometimes I think Members of the Sen
ate ought to ask themselves who, when 
the Gila wilderness in my own State 
was under attack, went down and fought
against it. I know who went down. I 
know who has protected the wilderness 
and forests of the country, to the point 
where I have not always been very hap
PY in the presence of some of the live
stock men, who think I have not done 
the right thing by them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the able 
Senator from New Mexico about the 
meaning of section 805 (b) which pro
vides that the decisions of the Chief of 
the Forest Service can, upon written 
request to the Secretary-which could 
be a request by the stockmen-be re
ferred to a board of three members, one 
of whom is to be designated by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, another of whom 
is to be designated by -the person re
questing the review; and the third of 
whom is to be selected by the two men
tioned before. 

Does the very able Senator from New 
Mexico. believe that this is a proper pro
vision? I had always thought that a; 
lease was a privilege and not a right. 
Does the Senator think it is proper that 
this matter should be referred to an ex
tragovernmental board for an opinion? 
Why should the Secretary of Agricul
ture not have the power to make the de
cision, upon appeal from the decision of 
the Chief of the Forest Service? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Secretary of 
Agriculture did have that power. The 
Secr-etaries of -Agriculture have exercised 
that power. In the case of a man named 
Redd in the State of Colorado, I had . a , 
review made, and ·I did exercise the 
power. · 

I wish to say that it is not the kindest 
thing in the world to require the Secre
tary to exercise such power by himself. 
He ought to have people acting some
what in the category of a jury. This 
proposed amendment provides for some
thing in the nature of a jury. But for 
the .- first time there is a provision that· 
the public shall be represented. 

Mr. BARRETT . . Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I y~eld. 
Mr. · BARRETT. I disagree with the 

Senator, because the board to which he 
refers is merely advisory, and does not 
act as a jury in making a determination. -
On line 12, page 5, the proposed amend
ment reads: 

The board shall consider the case on its 
merits and furnish its advice and recom• 
mendation to the Secretary. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I grant that. I am 
merely trying to say it would be very 
useful to a Secretary to have the advice 
of a group like that. When I had to 
take appeals in the Department, I did 
not enjoy ·taking them, ~ecause when 
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they came to me the man would walk, mit turning :property which belongs to 
in with his attorney, and the Forest all the people of the United States, the 
Service representatives of the people national forests, -'over to a small selected 
would walk in-- group of persons for their benefit. Not 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only are those interested in wildlife op
time of the Senator from New Mexico, posed to the proposal, but the State De
has expired. , partment of Conservation and Develop

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the · ment is opposed to it. In my judgment, 
Senator yield? the amendment is bad; certain persons 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will yield 1 addi- .are given the use of the property, even 
tional minute to myself. though title is not given to them. There 
, Mr.-AIKEN. I would -like -to -say that". is very_ little difference between having 

the section .which -has been- referred - title to land and the right to use it. : 
to-- That is especially · true when the . pro-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who is posal provides that if the Government 
yielding time? desires to use the property for its own 

Mr. ANDERSON. I guess I am going use, the Government will have to reim-
to have to yield the time. burse the persons with grazing permits 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One · for making i~provements on the land, 
minute has been yielded. which improvements were made not for 

Mr. AIKEN. The section which the the benefit of the Government, but for 
Senator from Illinois was inquiring the benefit of the persons who are to 
about was inserted ·at the request of the be given the right to use the Govern
wildlife conservation organizations, and ment property. In my opinion, it is a 
the board was made . up- in ~ccordance - bad amendment, and. should no.t be 
with their recommendation. agreed to. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me say, finally, Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
that everything in the world was done yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
to bring those interested in wildlife into · Oregon. 
harmony. I cannot understand the pro- Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
test which they have suddenly launched· support · the position just taken by the 
against the bill. So far as the· wildlife distinguished Senator from North Caro
conservationists in my State are con- lina [Mr. ERVIN]. I wish to dwell for a 
cerned, the Honorable Hugh Woodward · few minutes on what I consicter to be the 
is their spokesman. He has been and vested property interests which would 
still remains their spokesman, and he fiow from the amendment if it should be 
wires me and writes me and says, "This enacted into law. There is no question 
bill should be passed." about the fact that the language of the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The · bill, starting with section 802, and all 
question is on agreeing to the amend- the subsections thereunder, refers to the 
ment offered by the Senator from New property interests ·of the permittees. As 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself and the Senator from North Carolina has 
other Senators. pointed out, once the permittees made 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the the capital investments on the land, they 
Senator yield? would have a definite property interest in 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I the land. Thereafter the most that 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from could be said would be that it is quasi-
North Carolina. public land, and no longer public land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The I know there are powerful interests in 
Senator from North Carolina is recog- my State that want the proposal to be
nized for 5 minutes. come law, but, from my standpoint, they 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I can un- are wrong so far as sound public policy 
derstand why those fnterested in wild- regarding the public domain is con
life are op-posed to the amendment. In cerned. 
the first place, under the provisions of I was opposed to giving the people's 
the amendment, property which has oil lands to private interests: I was op
been acquired and set aside by the Fed- posed to giving away to private utilities 
eral Government, for the benefit of all what amounts to a monopolistic control 
the people of the United States, will be over the atomic energy program. I am 
used by a small, selected group of peo- also opposed to giving away to powerful 
pie, whose use of the -.. property · will economic groups vested property inter
necessarily interfere with the purposes ests in the property rights of all the 
for which the property was originally people of the country in the public do
acquired by the Federal Government. · main. 

The amendment also provides that Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
those who are to be given grazing per- the ·senator yield? I wish to discuss 
mits may make improvements ·.ori the that one point. 
land, with the approval of the FederaL Mr. MORSE. When I get through I 
Government, but if the Federal Govern- shall yield to the Senator to discuss it. 
ment desires to use the property for the I point out that when there is given 
purposes for which it was originally re- to cattlemen or sheepmen the right to 
quired, it will have to reimburse · those go on the public domain and · make cap
persons for the improv.emEmts they have. ital investments in fencing, in water 
made on the lands, not for the benefit tanks, in waterhole developments, in 
of the Federal Government, but for the dams, and all the improvements cattle
benefit of the users of the property. men and sheepmen need on certain large 

-Persons interested in wildlife in North areas of public land, there is given to 
Carolina have consulted with me about those same persons a vested property in
the proposal. They are. .opposed to it. terest in the public domain. So far ·as 
'l'hey feel that the proposal would per- .the publici& concerned, the vested prop-

erty interest cannot be taken away from 
those persons without compensation and 
in many cases that will mean until some 
very interesting court litigation has en
sued. 

The Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN:t is unanswerably right in 
his position when he states that if users · 
have the kind of rights to the land 
granted by this amendment they might 
as well have title to the land. As a mat
ter of fact, such persons would have a 
legal interest to the land. The language 
of the bill itself deals with the rights of 
the heirs and of the estate in the im
provements on which the permittee 
spent money. 

In the interest of the cattlemen, I 
have great concern in their having a · 
better use of the public domain than 
they arenow being afforded. The Fed
eral Government should improve the 
waterholes, provide water facilities, and 
make other improvements which are 
necessary so that cattlemen may make 
more profitable use of the public do
main. Once the Federal Government 
does that, the cattlemen should be re
quired to pay a license fee sufficient in 
amount for each head of cattle, in or
der to reimburse the Treasury over a 
reasonable number of years for the ex
pense of providing such facilities. If 
that were done, the public domain would 
be kept intact for all the people of the 
country. The rights of the public 
should not be . encumbered by giving 
various cattlemen and cattlemen's as
sociations a property interest in such 
public land. 

From the standpoint of sound public 
policy, I consider it to be a great mis
take to make this kind of so-called 
partnership approach to the use of the 
public domain. The :Federal Govern
ment's title in the land should be kept 
absolutely free at all times. I do not be
lieve we should encumber the title by 
any kind ·of leasehold interest based 
upon capital investment on the part of 
the lessee or permittee. 

Therefore, I am opposed to the pro
posal as a rider to the agricultural bill. 
I thin~ we need to take another long 
look at the proposal and see -to it that 
legislation is enacted which will protect 
an unencumbered title to the public 
lands in the people of the United States. 

The next argument I wish to inake 
about the amendment is based oi:l the. 
discretionary power which it proposes 
to give to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
That I do not like. When one reads of 
the grant of discretionary power given 
to the Secretary of Agriculture in light 
<?f the vested propertY interest provision 
which it is proposed to give to permittees
and licensees, he is reminded that such is 
the way to build up a dangerous domain 
of arbitrary administrative discretion in 
government. After all, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, under the provisions of 
the amendment, would have the right to 
exercise his discretion, and say to the 
cattle-raising group or the sheep-raising 
group, "You can go on the land and 
spend $2,500 or $5,000." It does not take 
much of a dam to cost $5,000, even on a 
small creek in the mountains. 
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When my friend the Senator from· 

Minnesota, states that those interested 
in this bill were not thinking in terms 
of expenditures of thousands of dollars, 
I remind him that there is not a word 
in the amendment to prevent the Sec
retary of Agriculture from giving per
mission to spend practically any amount 
of money. Once such a capital invest
ment is made the people of the United 
States lose partial control at least over 
their own public domain. 

Let us be frank about it. Once there 
is in power an administration that be
lieves in turning over to private interests 
more and more of the public domain and 
the people's property, we shall run the 
great danger of an administration with a 
Secretary of Agriculture who will author
ize the expenditure by some private live
stock company of $5,000, $10,000, or 
$25,000, for example, for water improve
ments, fencing, or other improvements 
on the land. It would be a great mistake 
to run the risk of the exercise of such 
arbitrary discretion on the part of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, because once 
the Secretary e·xercised such discretion, 
property rights in the permittee would 
become vested, and they could not b~ 
regained in behalf of the public until the 
whole subject had been taken through 
long court procedure or negotiations in 
case of dispute or contest. Suppose 
thousands of dollars are spent on 
fencing. Does anyone think the public 
would then have free access to their own 
land? Here is an attempt to give away 
valuable property rights belonging to the 
public for a political song. 

The last point I wish to make is that 
there is no doubt in my mind where the 
wildlife and the conservation groups 
stand on the amendment. Certainly 
communications I have received in the 
past 3 hours leave no room for doubt as 
to where they stand in my State. In my 
State they have had all the explanations 
given to them that the Senator from 
New Mexico has made on the floor of 
the Senate today, and they are opposed 
to his amendment. They have expressed 
their opposition in no uncertain terms. 

In closing my remarks, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have certain 
materials, including letters of opposition 
to the amendment from my State, print
ed in the RECORD at this point in my 
speech. 

There being no objection, the docu
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FOREST CONSERVATION Sot:IETY 
OF AMERICA, 

Washington, D. C., April 5, 1954. 
The Honorable WAYNE MoRsE, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: A review of Senate 
bill 2548 which the Senate passed on a voice 
vote shows that this bill could be a means of 
establishing private rights in our national 
forest lands. That this danger exists is 
sufficient grounds for reconsideration and 
recommittal of this measure. 

We are enclosing a copy of our analysis 
of this bill. This establishes the inherent 
dangers, and we invite your serious study 
of this appraisal. 

The members of this society have taken 
a position of unalterable opposition to this 
m easure on the grounds that the people o! 

the United States must expect the Congress 
to protect their national forest lands with
out interference. We therefore feel that 
the motion by Senator WELKER to reconsider 
this bill should be approved so that the 
full Senate can vote on a rollcall and defeat 
these efforts to impair the integrity of the 
national forest system. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES H. STODDARD, 

Executive Secretary. 

CONSERVATION ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSiNG 
s. 2548 

Audubon Society of the District of Colum
bia; Mr. Irston Barnes, president. 

Soil Conservation Society of America; Dr. 
Hugh H. Bennett, president. 

Sierra Club; Mr. David R. Brower, execu
tive director. 

International Wild Life Protection; Dr. 
Harold J. Coolidge, chairman American 
Committee. 

Sport Fishing Institute; Dr. R. w. Each
meyer, executive vice president. 

Nature Conservancy; Mr. George B. Fell, 
secretary. 

Friends of the Land; Mr. Jonathan For
man, president. 

W-ildlife Management Institute; Dr. IraN. 
Gabrielson, president. 

Independent Timber Farmers of America; 
Dr. Christopher Granger, delegate. 

North American Wildlife Foundation; Mr. 
C. R. Gutermuth, secretary. 

The Wildlife Society; Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, 
delegate. 

National Association of Soil Conservation 
Districts; Mr. George Heidrich, delegate. 

Outdoor Writers Association of America; 
Mr. Michael Hudoba, secretary. 

American Planning & Civic Association; 
Miss Harlean James, executive secretary. 

National Parks Association; Mr. Fred M. 
Packard, executive secretary. 

American Nature Association; Mr. Harry 
E. Radcliffe, vice president. 

Izaak Walton League of America; Mr. Wil
liam Voigt, Jr., executive director. 

International Association of Game Fish 
and Conservation Commissioners; Mr. Ches
ter S. Wilson, president. 

The Wilderness Society; Mr. Howard Zah
niser, executive secretary. 

Forest Conservation Society of America; 
Mrs. Gifford Pinchot, chairwoman. 

COMMENTS ON S. 2548, FOREST CONSERVATION 
SOCIETY OF AMERICA 

These comrp.ents refer to the draft (the 
third) reported by the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry March 3. They 
are based on the intrinsic merits (or lack 
of them) of the bill, and without refer
ence to such, if any, political or other cir
cumstances as may be involved. 

They are not critical of Senator AIKEN 
and Congressman HoPE (who introduced the 
companion bill) whose long record of deep 
interest and support for forest conservation 
is well known. But they do reflect our be~ 
lief that there are aspects of this proposal 
which, notwithstanding a great deal of study, 
have not received adequate consideration. 

We believe the proposal is unwise and un
desirable for reasons we shall give later on. 

The general purpose of the bill as stated 
in the title is "to facilitate the administra
tion of national forests and other lands un
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agri
culture; to provide for the orderly use, im
provemen·i;, and development thereof; and 
for other purposes.'' 

The phrase "to st1;1bilize the livestock in
dustry dependent thereon" was deleted, but 
probably remains a general purpose. 

Other general purposes stated in the re
port or by members of the committee on 
the floor include: to report incentives to 
permittees to construct range improvements 

(which it is said they can do che'aper than 
the Government); to write into law various 
features of present Forest Service policy; 
to improve the method of handling grazing 
areas; and to place national forest adminis
tration under the rule of law. 

Some important provisions of the pro
posal are summarized as follows: 

1. The Secretary is authorized (and by 
the report expected) to promote and en
courage the construction of range improve
ments by permittees to the maximum prac
ticable extent. 

The grazing permittee is assured compen
sation for his improvements on a depreciated 
basis (maximum life 20 years), by the Gov
ernment if he loses their use through gov
ernmental action. No other permittee can 
be allowed to use them until he has com
pensated the prior permittee on a similar 
basis. No prior permittee shall be com
pensated who has abandoned or lost his 
permit through no fault of his own or act of 
God. 

2. Reduction of preference solely on the 
basis of transfer is prohibited. 

3. A new system of appeals is superim
posed upon intra-Forest Service appeals 
from one administrative level to the next 
higher. This curtails the present flexible 
authority of the Secertary for the handling 
of appeals. 

With certain exceptions this system of 
appeals, unlike the provisions about range 
improvements, is applicable to any action 
or decision with .respect to any land occu
pancy or use. This is understood to in
clude, for example, the whole gamut of 
timber management and sale activities. The 
exceptions referred to above are as to re
duction or elimination of use for protec
tion of the land, as to change from one 
use to another. These would continue to 
be subject to the present, or such other ap
peals arrangement as the Secretary might 
prescribe. This new system of appeals in
volves three levels above the Chief of the 
Forest Service. 

First, upon written request by the ap
pellant an advisory board of three mem
bers will be established to review the mat
ter. One member is to be designated by 
the Secretary from the Department of Agri
culture (Forest Service excepted), the sec
ond by the appellant, and the third by the 
other two members to represent the gen
eral public, and who shall be neither a Fed
eral nor State employee. If agreement is 
not reached on this third member within 
30 days he shall be appointed by the district 
court. Members shall receive per diem and 
expenses. Hearings shall be held in the State 
where the matter is located. The board shall 
give its advice and recommendations to the 
Secretary, who will then make his decision .. 

Second, the appellant may appeal to the 
Secretary within 60 days after the above 
decision for a review de novo. Formal hear
ings, issuance of subpenas, and the taking 
of depositions by the Secretary or his rep
resentative, are authorized. Witnesses shall 
be paid the same fees and mileage as are 
witnesses in the district courts. 

Third, the appellant may appeal from the 
foregoing decision of the Secretary (under 
most circumstances) to the district court 
by petition within 60 days. The court will 
hear the petition upon the record of the 
pleadings, evidence adduced, and proceed
ings before the Secretary. If the court finds 
the decision of the Secretary was arbitrary, 
capricious, an abuse of discretion, or other
wise not in accordance with the law, it may 
remand the proceedings to the Secretary 
with appropriate instructions. It is pre
sumed that these provisions, in effect, spell 
out the existii).g right o{ an aggrieved user 
to take a case into court, and prevent the 
court from passing on questions of techni
-cal or professional judgment, though what 
an abuse of discretion means that it is not 
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encompassed in · capricious and arbitrary is' 
not understood. 

4. Establishment by the Secretary, of mul
tiple-purpose advisory councils, is author
ized. They are restricted to the considera
tion of questions of policy. Per diem and 
expenses are not authorized. In appoint
ing members consideration must be given to 
recommendations of officers of organizations 
representing the principal interests con
cerned. 

5. The Secretary's authority to limit or 
discontinue occupancy and use for the pur
pose of preventing injury to the lands, and 
to change the use of land from one use to 
another, is safeguarded. · It is understood, 
too, that his authority to make distribution 
reductions is continued, but actions or de
cisions in relation thereto would be subject 
to the new system of appeals. 

We consider the proposed legislation very 
unwise because: 

1. It is unnecessary. It involves complex 
legal questions. Obviously it deals with mat
ters of basic policy. How it would work 
out in years to come cannot be foretold. 
But we fear it would lead to great difficul
ties in, and to hampering or preventing . 
effective administration of the national for
ests. 

There has been adequate general ' legis
lative authority to enable the Forest Service 
for nearly_ half a century to do what is 
widely regarded as a generally good job of 
administering the national forests. An im
portant factor in this has been flexible au
thority to function within certain general 
congressional legislative policies and provi
sions. Failures have been due to adminis
trative policies and shortcomings rather than 
lack of specific legislative prescriptions. 

The burden of proof should be upon adopt
ing rather than upon not adopting this far- . 
reaching proposal. The need for it has not 
been shown so far as we are aware. 

2. Closely related to item 1, is the fact 
that long ago the Supreme Court validated 
the action of Congress in delegating to the 
Secretary of Agriculture authority to make 
rules and regulations governing the occu
pancy and use of the national forests, which· 
regulations have the force and effect of law 
( U. S. v. Gri maud (220 U. S. 506) and Light 
v. U.S. (220 U.S. 523), both 1911). In other 
words the administration of the national 
forests has been pursuant to rule of law 
these many years, the implication of the 
committee to the contrary notwithstanding. 

3. Further related to item 1 is the fact 
that the bill would spell into specific law 
many features of present administrative pol
icy, practice, and authority. For example, 
it is understood that the Secretary now has 
authority to enter into substantially the 
kind of agreements with grazing permittees 
regarding range improvement!> that are pre- . 
scribed by this bill. It may be safe to freeze 
in specific legislation some of these policies 
and practices. Others may need to be modi
fied as circumstances change. It will be 
much more difficult to obtain revision by 
legislation than by administrative regula
tion. 

4. The bill is, in part, a special interest 
proposal. While it sets up a new appeals 
procedure applicable to administrative ac
tions and decisions with respect to all land 
occupancy and use, it provides special treat
ment. and guaranties only for range improve
ments. We certainly do not advocate some 
type of legislative guaranties for other cate
gories of improvements. But we believe that 
efforts to widen the scope of such provisions 
are bound to follow, sooner or later. 

. 5. The appeals prescription is much more 
complicated ·than present procedure, and 
restricts unwisely the Secretary's present 
authority in handling appeals. The makeup 
of the three-member board might operate to 
weight it in ;;:avor of the appellant. The pro
posed system could lead to a very burden-· 

some or possibly intolerable · load of Icing
drawn-out appeals in process. This is not· 
withstanding that a wholesale resort to the · 
courts may be deterred by the fact that the 
appellant, if not sustained, must pay the · 
costs. 

6. The provisions for the establishment of 
multiple-purpose advisory councils repre
sent undesirable limitation on the Secretary's 
present authority and practice. Moreover 
they might lead to weightiug membership in 
favor of the larger interests and away from 
the small users. 

7. The policy enunciated with respect to 
range improvements will probably have the 
effect of minimizing still further the meager 
funds available to the Forest S3rvice for the 
construction of range improvements. Pub
lic construction of range improvem·ents on · 
the national forests has the advantage of 
enabling greater flexibility in the manage
ment and us<! of related resources. 

Finally, the legislation raises two questions 
of overriding importance which are discussed 
in the next two items. The conservation of 
national forest ranges is a crucial factor in 
the economy of the United States. They can 
help to underwrite a healthy permanent live
stock industry with its needed products. 
And even more important is their function 
in safeguarding the water SUpply Of every 
important western irrigation project, and of 
most western cities. To render these and 
other services the ranges must be built up 
and maintained at their highest feasible level 
of productivity. 

8. The first question is whether the enact
ment would not retard rather than advance 
conservation of the range resource in the 
national forests. Building up national for
est ranges has been a long-drawn-out and 
very difficult job, one which is not yet com
pleted. The chief cifficulties have come from 
the opposition of the group of stockmen who 
have tried to obtain special legislation favor
able to the:Ql. While the pr~sent bill does 
not meet their demanrts, we are convinced 
that the effect of its enactment, with its 
complex and time-consuming system of 
appeals, and the likelihood of private in
vestments on problem ranges, and the pro- . 
visions regarding administrative procedures 
would be to retard rather than to facilit~te 
the correction of misuse of the ranges and. 
the making of needed adjustments, and to 
make administration more cumbersome. 

9. The second of these two questions is 
whether the proposed legislation would not 
be a definite step toward the establishment 
of private or vested rights in public prop
erty. We do not challenge the assurances 
that have been given that this proposal of 
itself wpuld not establish vested interests in 
national forest lands or in their use. But 
the establishment of private or vested rights 
is not necessarily solely a matter of legal 
language and provisions. They can develop 
through a process of evolution. Certain in· 
tangibles are involved. In the present sit· 
uation there is, for one thing, the back
ground of demands by the stockmen. Un
happily, we believe the enactment of this 
bill would help set the stage for progress 
toward the establishment of such rights. 
Among the reasons are: 

(a) In some degree the bill provides the 
same legal means for the protection of privi
leges on the national forests that are cus
tomarily provided for the protection of pri..: 
vate property and private rights. 

(b) The bill would spell into law certain 
administrative policies and procedures that 
have hitherto been subject to the Secretary's 
flexible authority and regulations under 
more general legislation. In certain respects 
his authority is definitely curtailed. 

(c) This bill, if enacted, may readily be
come an entering wedge and be followed by 
even more aggressive efforts by stockmen's 
and other organizations ·to obtain objec-

tives ·which thiS bin· would not satinfy. l:t 
may be followed by efforts of other groups 
to obtain corresponding advantages. 

Let us not adopt legislation that would 
make it more difficult in the long run to 
maintain range use as a privilege rather 
than as a private right. 

EAST END ROD AND GuN CLUB, 
Milton-Freewater, Oreg., March 8, 1954. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE ; We are against S. 

2548 and any other legislation of this type. 
Our public lands belong to all of us and not 
to the stockmen or chamber of commerce. 

In fact we recommend legislation to re
move all -domestic livestock from our public 
lands. It is only in our 11 Western State3 
that livestock is permitted in the national 
forests. 

We know of your record on the people's 
behalf and we feel that you, too, will be 
against S. 2548. 

Very truly yours, 
HAROLD OTTO, 

President. 

MALHEUR-HARNEy-LAKE 
COUNTIES CENTRAL COUNCIL, 
Burns, Oreg., February 20, 1954. 

To Senators and Representatives, United 
States Congress, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Thanks to Congress, cattle
men's grazing bill 4023 is dead. However, 
404 million acres of public land is not safe. 

The defeated bill gives birth to Aiken-Hope 
bills S. 2548 and H. R. 6787; the first step 
and opening wedge to the greatest public
land steal in American history. 

The Aiken-Hope brainchild crucifies the 
small cattlemen and youth-selling out their 
American rights of free enterprise to farm 
and.raise cattle for a livelihood. 

A few preferred top-level cattlemen with 
grazing permits on huge regions of national 
forests and public lands, with locked gates, 
are now refusing the public access to their 
own lands for recreation. This is common 
knowledge in the West. 

Today, preferred cattle permittees are 
squeezing and pushing the small cattle
men out of business. The Aiken-Hope bill, 
S. 2548, will bankrupt thousands of small 
cattlemen. 

Let's not give away an empire: 404 million 
acres of public land is 12.8 times the size of 
New York State, 76 times the .size of Massa
chusetts, and 12.4 times the size of England. 
Your attention is urged to the accompany
ing letter which has been mailed to several 
hundred chambers of commerce. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK McQuEEN, 

President. 

MALHEUR-HARNEY-LAKE CoUNTIES 
CENTRAL COUNCIL, 

BUrJts, Oreg., October 10, 1953. 
To Members of the Chamber of Commerce 

in the United States: 
Referring to the conference held by the 

Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
at Hotel St. Francis, San Francisco, Calif., 
September 30, 1953: 

We were amazed · that Mr. Richard W. 
Smith, manager of the chamber's natural 
resources committee, refused guest delegates 
the courtesy to be heard after each natural 
resources address by the officers and direc
tors of the chamber who used the entire 
day to generalize on the United States cham_. 
ber's policies and obstruct 9,iscussion on 
the chamber's public land policy. 

No -criticism or deb-ate was possible on the 
public-lands policy or the ·bitterly opposed' 
cattlemen's grazing land tenancy bill, H. R. 
4023, the so-called public-land grab of 404 
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million acres of national forests and grazing 
lands fn the 11 Western States. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States is speaking for itself and it's board of 
directors, not for the public who oppose their 
giveaway public-lands policy. The panicky 
rush of procedures, crowding a 2-day con
ference into 10 a. m . till 4: 15 p. m., was 
obvious to the delegates. 

Guest delegates were not given time on 
the official program until 4:15 p. m. Sensing 
this unfairness, very few responded; three
fourths of the delegates aild audience had 
retired from the conference room; only small 
groups were on the floor. There was no 
debate on the cattlemen's bill, so vital to 
the American public, the bill that the Cham
ber of Commerce of the United States so 
earnestly advocated and tried so hard to pass 
through congressional committee and Con
gress, only to suffer defeat. 

The proposed amendment is the same old 
public-land swindle. 

It is a raw deal for the general public and 
will give millions of dollars in leases to pre
ferred cattlemen now holding national for
ests and public-lands grazing permits. 

Mr. Richard W. Smith, manager of the 
chamber's natural resource committee, wrote 
to this Council of Natural Resources and 

· Wildlife May 11, 1953, replying to our ques
tionnaire letter of April 29. 

Quote: "The Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States will support the stockmen's 
bill 4023, based on the following policy, 
adopted by its membership years ago and 
reiterated at our recent annual meeting,· 
etc." 

Mr. Smith's letter states that the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States was then 
on record as supporting bill 4023 , the cat
tlemen's proposed tenants land grab. Then 
why the expensive conference to obtain opin
ion of the delegates from the 11 Western 
States on the United States chamber's pub
lic-land policy? The die was cast, the vote 
had been taken. As several hundred dele
gates were seated, the chairman advised them 
"there will be no votes taken at this meet-· 
ing." Why did the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States refuse their own western 
delegates a vote? And neglect to say that 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States had already voted to hand some · 404 
million acres of public land to the cattlemen 
forever on 10~year renewable leases at an 
incredible low pasture rate of 13 cents per 
head per month for Bureau of Land Manage
ment lands. The chairman stated: 

"Chamber of commerce delegates will be 
allowed 15 minutes to speak. 

"Guest delegates will be allowed 5 minutes 
during the general discussions after 4: 15 
p.m., etc." · 

It was obvious that no criticism of their 
accepted and approved policy was being al
l'owed heard at this meeting and risking 
a vote from the delegates. What a travesty 
of public faith and justice. 

The following is authentic information, 
and documentary, and could explain the 
chamber's incredible action trying to shove 
bill 4023 through Congress. 

Laurence . Jr. Lee, president of the United 
States chamber in 1952, is now 1953 chair
man of the board of directors and vice pres
ident and director of the Fernandez Co. in 
New Mexico, one of the largest cattle and 
sheep operators in the 11 Western States. 
Floyd W. Lee, his brother, is president of 
the Fernandez Co. He is also a member of 
the United States chamber's natural re
sources committee advisory as to disposal of 
404 million acres of public land. Francis M. 
Lee, Harriet F. Lee, and Harry F. Lee are 
directors of the Fernandez Co., who now own 
permits or leases on some 70,000 acres of New 
Mexico national forest lands and, we under
stand, an inestimable amount of Bureau of 
Land Management lands. 

C-875 

Except under limited conditions, the pre- 
ferred cattlemen land-tenancy bill 4023, or · 
its amendment, if passed by Congress, will 
give the Lee families noncancellable leases
forever ·for themselves, their heirs and as
signs, and the lawful right to sell the public 
land along with their deeded or rented prop
erty, to the exclusion of the general public, 
multiple users, and those who wish to make 
the cattle industry a life business. 

The 11 Western States billion-dollar wild
life economy is in mortal peril. Witness pre
ferred cattlemen passing resolutions to kill 
off elk, cows and calves, does and fawns. 
Bill 4023 and its amendment is a subterfuge 
to take over, control, and, in practice, own 
and cheat the public's use of 404 million 
acres of public land and destroy a present 
and future recreational economy that is 
irreplaceable. 

The top-level cattlemen, those few who 
now hold vast regions of public land, could 
retard and actually stop reforestation of our 
national forests, ruin the- sustained-yield 
program now successfully in operation and 
gradually slow. down and finally bankrupt 
the great sawmills and logging enterprises in 
order to pasture a few more cows. 

I think that everything within the power 
of our legislators should be done to see that · 
our public lands which belong to all of the 
people .of our country always remains in a 
status which will be of an equal benefit to 
all of the people and not a few. 

I, therefore, enjoin you to see that no laws 
shall ever be legislated which shall deprive 
all of the people of our country to their 
justifiable right to access and equal benefit 
of our public lands. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE ~- TYLER. 

RESOLUTION OF HOOD RIVER FARM BUREAU, 
HOOD RIVER, OREG., APRIL 26, 1954 

Whereas the cattlemen are trying to have 
a bill (Senate bill 2548 and House bill 6787) 
passed by the United States Legislature; and 

Whereas the proposed grazing bill, if 
passed, would give them jurisdiction over a 
vast portion of the public domain and the 
same would be closed to the use of the pub
lic, the same as the Bull Run Reserve: There
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Hood ·River Farm Bu
reau is opposed to the new cattlemen's graz
ing bill as now pending in the United States 
Legislature as Senate bill 2548 and House 
bill 6787 and that a copy of this resolution 
be sent to our State office and also to our 
Representative and Congressmen. 

P. J. MOHR, 
Committee on Resolutions. 

With an obvious public-land swindle like 
this, how can the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States justify itself to support 
land-grab bill 4023, or its amendment, when 
apparently Mr. Laurence F. Lee, chairman of· 
the chamber's board of directors, and his 
brother, Floyd W. · Lee, their families and 
assigns, are in line to benefit more than any- CRUZATTE, OREG., May 1, 1954. 
one we know of in the 11 Western States? Senator WAYNE MoRSE. 

Help us to defeat this unfair legislation DEAR SIR: We, the undersigned, are very 
and the will of a very few men to take bil- much c-oncerned about an article in the May 
lions of future land-value dollars away from issue of Sports Afield concerning bills · intra
the general public; , duced in the 83d Congress. The bills in ques

FRANK MCQUEEN, 
President. 

PORTLAND, OREG., April 26,'1954. 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE. 

DEAR SIR: Please pardon the paper. I _ 
couldn't find anything else handy. I have 
just finished reading Sports Afield magazine, 
May issue. In regards to the big land grab: 
N.ltional parks and forest reserves are owned 
by the public, worth millions, and are one 
of the hf:!ritages left to us by our forefathers. 
Even if I were willing to sell or lease these, I 
cannot speak for my grandchildren or other 
generations to come. I have served both 'in 
World War II and Korea, and I now have four 
children. Outdoor camp~ng and fishing is 
our recreation and vacations as well. We 
can't afford to buy anything like this, so 
please don't take them away or let anyone 
post "no trespassing" signs on them. I am 
in the paint business. If· I want to start a 
store or go into business, I have to be able 
to afford to buy the things I need and find · 
the location. The cattleman is a business
man and should stand on his own two feet as 
well. Even the meadows should belong to 
the deer, etc. Look what happened to the · 
buffalo. Please vote to kill bill S. 1491 and · 
H. R. 4023, also S. 2548 and H. R. 6787, and 
all other bills of this nature. · 

Sincerely, 
c. E. COCHRAN, 

Precinct 149-A. 
P. S .-Don't confine us to the public parks, 

like the Indian reservation. There are too . 
few of them. 

PoRTLAND, OREG., May 22, 1954. · 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sm: I am very much concerned about 
a certain minority group which is attempt
ing to appropriate our public lands for their 
personal gains to the detriment of the rna- · 
jority, by promoting the passage of legisla
tion known as S. 2548 and H. R. 6787. 

tion are S. 2548, introduced by Senator 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, Republican, of Vermont, 
and H. R. 6787, introduced by Representative 
CLIFFORD R. HOPE, Republican, Of Kansas. 
We believe these bills are detrimental to the 
Nation as a whole and are for the benefit 
of the livestock industry only.-. This is an

-other of the so-called giveaway bills that · 
have been introduced in this session of Con
gress: If these bills are made into laws, the · 
public will be kept out of our national for
ests and some of the favored few will make . 
some money. We feel that the bulk of the 
people should be benefited by laws passed 
in Congress· and not the favored few. These 
national forests have been here for a long 
time and have been administrated by well
informed men as to the needs of our forests 
and wild game and if the livestock people 
get control of them there is no telling what _ 
will happen: We cannot understand how _ 
this bill S. 2548 passed the Senate, but we 
feel that Mr. Eisenhower should veto this 
bill. We also feel that the other bill, H. R. · 
6787, should be killed on the House or Sen
ate floor. We also would like to appeal to 
you to fight any other bill that favors special · 
interests. We also would like to appeal to 
you to help us to save our beauty spots where 
we can fish and hunt and not ·have to get 
permission from someone who bought our 
land from the Government for a few cents · 
an acre. In other words, help us to renew 
our faith in the people that were selected to · 
run our Government. 

Very sincerely, 
Mr. -and Mrs. WALDO E: HILL. 
Mr. and Mrs. ELLSWORTH' A. RIO. 
Mr. and Mrs. LYLE A. WALTHROP. 
E. A. DAVIS. · 
Mr. and Mrs. J. E. JoNES. 
Mr. KENT E. Rio. 
Mr. JOHN E. ANGVICH. 

CASPER, WYO., August 8, 1954. 
C. R . GUTERMUTH·, 

North American Wildlife Foundation, 
Washington, · D. C.: 

Advised Senator ANDERSON, New Mexico, 
has introduced the stockmen's grazing bill, 
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S. 2548, as an amendment to S. 3052, which 
is the administration's general farm bill. 
The efforts on the part of the part of the 
proponents of S. 2548 to lead Congress to 
believe that the conservation organizations 
and the sportsmen's clubs of the States af
fected are in 'favor of such legislation are 
reprehensible and will be proven to be en
tirely false just as soon as certification reso
lutions can reach your office. The contro
versy over S. 2548 and its companion in the 
House, H. R. 6787, is already establishing the 
fact that the vast majority of the people 
throughou'l! the Western States, wherein our 
public domain and most of our national for
ests are located, are fearful of any more 
special-interest legislation, and particularly 
anything infringing on something as vital 
to our national welfare as is our national 
forests; and as a result, candidates for gov
ernor, Congress, and the United States Sen
ate who have endorsed this proposed legis
lation will find it embarrassing in trying to 
justify their actions to the people through
out the Western States who are in position 
to appreciate just how valuable our national 
forests really are to the Nation's welfare. I 
am forwarding you evidence of the fact that 
every chapter of the Izaak Walton League 
in Wyoming and over 11,000 members of the 
Wyoming Federation of Sportsmen's Clubs 
have ·unanimously gone on record against 
this and all similar legislation. Urge you 
to make these facts known to the Senate 
committee. 

CHARLES E. PIERSALL, 
National Director, Izaak Walton League 

of America. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also 
wish to call particular attention to an 
argument which was made in the House 
against a similar proposal by Hon. JOHN 
P. SAYLOR on July 1, 1954, and by Hon. 
LEE METCALF on July 28, 1954. I ask 
unanimous consent that their statements 
be printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows.: 
AMENDED VERSION OF AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 

1954 NEEDS FURTHER STUDY 
(Extension of remarks of Hon. JoHN P. 

SAYLOR, of Pennsylvania, in the House of 
Representatives, Thursday, July 1, 1954) 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, on July 29, an 

amended version of the Agricultural Act of 
1954, S. 3052, was introduced in the Senate 
in the form of a substitute bill. I am par
ticularly concerned about a new section, title 
VIII, that was added, and which contains 
the same provisions of the natural forest 
grazing bill, S. 2548. The amendment has 
been printed as Senate Calendar No. 1825, 
and is awaiting action in the other body. 

In my judgment, it would be most un
fortunate if that move would deprive the 
House of the opportunity to give full con
sideration to a piece of legislation to which 
there is such widespread public opposition. 

I do not believe that measures involving 
the administration of about 200 million acres 
of our national forest and Bankhead-Janes 
lands should be rushed through in the clos
ing hours of Congress without proper con
sideration. 

The grazing bill, S. 2548, as amended in 
the Senate, has been in the House Agricul
ture Committee for quite some time. Hear
ings have been held, and it has been dis
cussed by the committee members in execu
tive session. The committee obviously has 
found that the measure needs further con
sideration, or it would have been reported 
before now. 

Practically all of the national conserva
tion organizations have registered vigorous 
opposition to this legislation. I have a let
ter on the grazing bill from one of the 

larger . organiZations, the Wildlife Manage
ment Institute, and wish to insert the same 
as a part of my remarks for the information 
of the Members: 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C ., July 30, 1954. 

The Honorable JoHN P. SAYLOR, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CoNGRESSMAN SAYLOR: This response 

to your request for an outline of the prin
cipal objections of the national conservation 
organizations to the grazing bill, S. 2548, has 
been condensed as much as possible. All of 
the following viewpoints are significant and 
merit consideration. 

There is widespread public opposition to 
this bill, and that obviously is the main rea
son that it was not reported by the House 
committee. All of the national conservation 
organizations opposed the original bill, and, 
to our knowledge, only 1 national and 1 
regional organization have endorsed the 
amended version. Several of the State affili
ates of those two organizations still are 
opposing any such legislation. 

1. S. 2548 is regarded as unnecessary leg
islation. While it has been changed to ap
pear of benefit to other users of the national 
forest lands, it was tailored to meet the 
wishes of the livestock organizations. It 
definitely will create questionable legal com
plexities that could hamper effective admin
istration of the national forest lands. More
over, it is nothing more than a modified 
version of earlier proposals for an act that 
were squelched by overwhelming public ob
jection. As an indication of the intention 
of the sponsors, when the Senate passed 
S. 2548 Senator WELKER stated that further 
concessions will be sought next year. 

2. The existing discretionary authority 
that was granted by Congress under the 
Administrative Procedl.a'e Act would be re
placed by inflexible legal requirements that 
could not be altered to meet emergencies 
and changing conditions. Few people are 
willing· to go along with S. 2548 simply be
cause it is supposed to contain the first 
recognition given to other users. While 
those other users are merely recognized in 
the bill, the permittees would be given legal 
rights in Uncle Sam's acres. 

The conservation forces have been battling 
for years to get discretionary authority for 
the administrative agencies that are charged 
with responsibility of managing the natural 
resources under the custodianship of State 
and Federal agencies. If the Secretary of 
Agriculture were deprived of the flexible au
thority that is needed to meet emergencies 
and changing conditions, it would be a seri
ous step backward. 

That so-called recognition is embodied in 
section 11 of S. 2548, which reads: "In order 
to obtain the views and recommendations 
of the various users of lands described in 
section 1 and their resources on questions 
of policy involved in the .multiple use of 
such lands, the Secretary may· establish mul
tiple-use advisory councils: Provided, how
ever, That such councils shall not supersede 
or perform any of the functions of the ad
visory boards established under section 18 of 
the act of April 24, 1950 (16 U. S. C. 580k.) ." 
Yes; S. 2548 provides that the Secretary of 
Agriculture may appoint advisory boards, but 
in view of the many things that he is man
dated to do for the permittees, the position 
of the other users remains about the same. 

3. The proposed appeal procedure is much 
more complicated than at present. The Sec
retary of Agriculture is restricted unwisely 
and unnecessarily in the handling of appeals. 
A complex and burdensome procedure would 
be made applicable to administrative actions 
and decisions. (The present law provides for 
appeal to the courts for arbitrary and ca
pricious acts on the part of the Secretary. 
Moreover, of the 84,000 administrative de
cisions made in the past 30 years, only 83 

appeals have been taken to the Secretary, · 
which is proof enough that no change is 
needed in the appeals procedure.) 

4. One rather good provision that appeared 
in the original draft of S. 2548, which would 
have required a survey of grazing fees, has 
been . deleted. While the Forest Service has 
the right to conduct such a survey, the con
servat'ionists would like to have the Congress 
rather than the Secretary see how far the 
Forest Service fees are below the prevailing 
rates of comparable private lands, and see 
how ridiculously--low the Taylor grazing fees 
are in relation to those of the Forest Serv
ice. 

5. Perhaps the most important objection 
is that the Secretary is mandated to en
courage grazing permittees to improve the 
national forest lands. A vested right is es
tablished in the provision that is made for 
compensation of the unused or unexpired 
value of such improvements up to 20 years: 
Many people believe that this is contrary to 
the basic land ownership laws of this coun-· 
try. Permittees would be urged to make fixed 
improvements to the property of another 
(public-owned lands), and would thereby 
acquire a legal equity in the ownership. 
This also means that congressional appro
priations for national forest land improve
ments undoubtedly would decrease year after 
year; the Government's responsibility would 
be shirked more and more as time goes on, 
and the permittees would continue to grasp 
a more firm hold on precious watersheds, 
timber production, recreational, and fish and 
game lands belonging to the entire citizenry. 

Congressman SAYLOR, we already are get
ting calls from all parts of the country about 
the fact that the grazing bill has been in
cluded in the substitute agricultural bill, 
S. 3052, in the Senate. You have been a 
stanch advocate of sound natural resource 
management in the public interest, and can 
appreciate the grave concern about this last
minute maneuver. The conservationists are 
hopeful that this strategem will not prevent 
the Congress from giving full consideration 
to this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
C. R. GUTERMUTH, 

Vice President. 

STOCKMEN GET FOOT IN DOORWAY 
(Extension of remarks of Hon. LEE METCALF, 

of Montana, in the House of Representa
tives, Wednesday, July 28, 1954) 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, the attempt to 

add the r.evised version of the so-called uni
form grazing bill to the Agricultural Act of 
1954 is an example of the evils of attaching 
riders to bills that are not directly concerned 
with the subject matter of the principal 
legislation. · 

This grazing legislation has no bearing 
whatsoever on the price-support program. 
Many proponents of high price supports are 
vigorously opposed to the adoption of s. 2548. 
Many hunters and fishermen from city dis
tricts who want to insure the farmer a decent 
minimum standard of living are opposed to 
giving away their rights on public lands to a 
handful of special interests. 

The big livestock interests who have vigor
ously fought the whole farm program and 
condemned it for years are now hitching on 
to a price support bill to try to get their 
foot in the door and control the public do
main. I hope that responsible proponents 
of the Agriculture Act of 1954 reject this at
tempt to make them the vehicle for the 
enactment of bad and dangerous legislation. 

I also include a discussion of S. 2548 by 
Michael Hudoba in his report from Washing
ton in the July 1954 issue of Sports Afield 
magazine: 

"STOCKMEN GET FOOT IN DOORWAY 
"The drive made by certain groups of 

stockmen who sought unusually special priv
ileges for grazing on our national forests, as 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 13901 
expressed in bills H. R. 4023 and s~ 1491, 
petered out when the public raised a storm 
of protest to Congress. . . 

"But following President Eisenhower's 
message to Congress on natural resources, 
two bills were introduced by the chairmen of . 
the Senate and House Committees on Agri
culture. · These ·bills sought. to meet some of · 
the stockmen's 'demands for security of, ten- . 
ure for livestock grazing permits on national . 
forests. 

"S. 2548 and H. R. 6789, by Senator GEORGE 
AIKEN (Republican, Vermont), Senator ED
WARD THYE (Republican, Minnesota), and 
Representative CLIFFORD HoPE (Republican, 1 

Kansas) , are a considerably modified version 
of the D'Ewart-Barrett bills, and have the 
endorsement of the administration. 

"S. 2548 passed the Senate in an even more 
modified form, although the majority of con
servation organizations strongly object to its 
provisions. Conservationists claim the pro
visions are unnecessary since most of the 
proposals are already in effect by order of the 
Agriculture Secretary. A particular objec
tion is against the foot-in-the-door priority 
for grazing-permit domination of our na
tional forests. 

"The Senate amended S. 2548 to eliminate 
th~ words "grazing uses" from the bill, and 
substituted instead the words "any occu
pancy and use of." This action together 
with the change of the bill's title would 
make the bill more of a multiple-purpose-use 
deal for our national forest lands. But 
as you examine the provisions of S. 2548, it 
becomes clear that the details for adminis
tering this proposed law are designed for 
grazing permit uses, and in effect make graz
ing a priority use of these lands. 

"The multip:~-purpose-use councils, which 
the Senate put into the bill to pacify the 
public's conservation wishes, would have· 
representatives of the various interests of 
the national forests, such as timber, wild
life, recreation, and so on. But the council 
is not necessarily required by the proposed 
law, and whether it would be set up at all 
is left up to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Even if the multiple-purpose-use council 
should be set up, there is no provision for 
expenses for council members to represent 
the public, and the council could not super
sede the grazing advisory boards established 
under the Granger-Thye Act. · 

"While S. 2548 states a congressional policy 
that such uses as grazing, watershed con
servation, timber production, recreation, 
mining, and wildlife should be safeguarded 
and given full consideration, it does not spell 
out this aim in the detail for law and ad
ministration as it does the various provisions 
for grazing use. 

"Livestock permittees would be given stat
utory rights to improve national forest land 
for grazing purposes with the consent of the 
Agriculture Department, and to benefit from 
such increased grazing capacity. This could 
include fencing of the public forest lands, 
and so on. They would have implemented 
rights for appeal in district courts over dis
putes on grazing uses and rights on national 
forest lands. · 

"In other words, while timber, recreation, 
and other multiple-purpose uses remain in 
the status of temporary permissive trespass 
use, the grazing right and grazing permit 
occupancy would be implemented and bol
stered by law far more than other public 
uses. 

"We suggest that you refer to the May 1954. 
issue of Sports Afield for the revealing story,_ 
It's Still Your Land, that tells about the 
stockmen's scheming that led to these bills." 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement 
which I had prepared with reference to 
S . .2548, the -grazing bill, be printed at 
this point in the RECORD as a part Of my 
remarks. 

- There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the · 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 
It is my understanding that the State 

affiliates of the National Wildlife Federation 
in all of the following . 30 States still are 
opposed to the amended grazing bill, S . 2548, 
and that they have wired protests to its 
passage, and to having it made a part of the 
farm bill, S. 3052: Arizona, Arkansas, Cali
fprnia, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida; Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, 
t,.ouisiana, .Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis
sissippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
Qregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten
nessee, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

I believe that my colleagues from all of 
those States already have received wires from 
the State federations. Many more of the 
State affiliates of the National Wildlife Fed
eration, which passed that resolution so hur
riedly in Chicago last March, undoubtedly 
would express themselves if they knew of 
this last-minute move. Georgia, which is 
not affiliated with the National Wildlife Fed
eration, is on record in opposition to the 
grazing bill. 

Here is an important item in connection 
with the national forest grazing bill, S. 2548, 
which has been attached as a rider to the 
farm bill, S. 3052. 

S. 2548 gives special privileges to the 18,000-
grazing permittees who use the national 
forest lands. That is the total number of 
grazing permittees using the national forest 
lands throughout the entire country. 

According to the Report of the Chief of 
Forest Service for 1953, there were 33 million 
recreational visits to the national forests, 
9 million of which were hunters and fisher
men. 

This bill creates private-property rights 
in public-grazing lands in- the national for
ests (sec. 2). Heretofore, stockmen entitled 
to grazing privileges on these public-grazing 
lands have been mere permittees or licensees. 
Now they are given a property interest, not 
merely in fixtures and equipment (e. g., 
fences, tanks, etc.) that may be put on the 
land, but in improvements on the land it
self, such as stock ponds, reseeding of the 
range, etc., which are inseparable from the 
land. These rights, according to this bill, 
can be inherited and devised and can, in ef
fect, be assigned. ·It cannot properly be 
claimed that this legislation does not con
fer actual property rights in public land. 

Not only are actual property rights in 
public land conferred, but this step moves 
in the direction of plaguing American pub
lic-land administration with the kind of 
encumbrances which have been the bane of 
public administration in Europe. Hence
forth; our grazing and forest lands will not 
be public lands, but quasi-public lands bur
dened with all kinds of easements, encum
brances, etc. This is the entering wedge to 
a corruption of public title to public lands 
and looks toward small-minority private 
control and ownership of these lands. 

Section 2 (b) provides not only that priv
ilege holders are to be compensated for the 
value of improvements, but that their es
tates are to be compensated as well. 

Section 5 (b) sets up a procedure to arbi
trate the public interest in public lands. 
One member of the Board may be designated 
by the licensee; yet the administrating 
agency (Forest Service) cannot designate the 
second member, who must be designated by 
the Department of Agriculture; the third, 
whose .decision will be controlling is chosen. 
by these two; if they cannot agree the. 
district court appoints the third member; 
this comes close to being private arbitration. 
for the disposal of public property. 

Thereafter the bill provides for a decision 
by the Secretary pf Agriculture, a rehearing_ 
de novo by the Secretary; and review by the 

district court. . The process is lengthy-, cum
bersome, and could wreck administration. 
There is no provision in the bill that findings · 
of fact by the Secretary, if supported by sub
stantial evidence, shall be conclusive upon 
the court. While there may be doubt as a 
matter of law whether the court can weigh· 
t.he evidence under this legislationr protective . 
l_anguage should have been included. 

Section 3 prevents reduction in permitted 
livestock on the sole basis of transfer of a 
permit. This section is unnecessary, because 
i't merely states present procedure. 

Section 4 says the requirements as to base · 
properties shall be based on customary local : 
practices. If this changes present pro
cedures, which is doubtful, it permits unde
sirable relaxation of standards against the 
public interest. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if I still 
have time in which to do so, I yield: 
now to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BA!tRETT. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask a question of the Senator from 
Oregon: Is it not a fact that the State 
of Oregon and all other States in the 
West have in their laws a provision that 
when State lands are leased, if the lessee 
puts improvements upon the land; with 
the consent of the State board, the lessee 
will be recompenSed if he should lose the 
lease as a result of having the State take 
the lease away from him or otherwise· 
dispose of the property? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that is 
a common provision. 

Mr. BARRET!'. And that is precisely 
what we are providing in this amend
ment. 

Mr. MORSE. I am not interested in 
what prevails in the States in regard to 
the use of State land. But I say to the 
Senator from Wyoming that a telegram 
I have received from Casper, Wyo., from 
the wildlife group in his State, shows 
that that group is unequivocally opposed 
to the position the Senator from Wyo
ming is taking on the amendment in 
respect to Federal land. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the 
Senate that in this case we are dealing 
with a Federal policy in regard to Fed
eral lands. I do not propose to have 
the Federal lands in my State, for ex
ample, become encumbered by a vested 
property interest on the part of the cat
tlemen of the State of Oregon. I believe 
that the title to those lands should be 
kept completely clear for all the people 
of the United States. Those lands are 
not owned by Oregon or by the cattle
men of Oregon. To the contrary, those 
lands are owned by the 160 million peo
ple across this country. So we should 
protect the title and interest of all the 
people of the United States in those 
lands. 

The Federal Government should pro
ceed to make on -those lands such im
provements as will permit the best use 
of the lands by cattlemen, by sheepmen. 
and by sportsmen; and then the Federal 
Government should charge them fees 
sufficiently high to reimbt:rse the Treas
ury of the United States fur the cost of 
the improvements. 

When we follow that simple principle, 
which I have outlined here today, we 
protect the interest of all the people of 
the United States in the J:Ublic domain: · 
If we foilow that pripciple we will not 
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begin to let the sheepmen or the cattle
men get their heads under the public 
domain tent, with the result that, before 
we know it, in a few years, if there is a 
Secretary of Agriculture who exercises 
a capricious discretion, we shall find that 
the public domain will have been en
cumbered with the vested rights of ·per
mittees and lessees. Und~r such a situ
ation the general public would be fenced 
off their own land. UndP.r such a situ
ation we shall not be able to have it used 
for the purposes for . which the public 
domain is supposed to be used. 

Mr. President, this is a bad bill. It 
is anot:aer giveaway bill. It violates 
sound administrative policy-. It is not 
in the best long-time interests of the 
livestock men. It will turn the public 
against them. It will sow seeds of re
sentment and conflict bet~een and 
among. groups of citizens. The stock
men may criticize me t0day for my op
position to this bill but I am convinced 
that they will come to see the soundness 
of the public policy for which I am argu
ing.. I shall continue to work for legis
lation that will provide &tockmen with 
better facilities for grazing on. the pub
lic domain but I shall continue to insist 
that it be done by the Fe;5eral Govern
ment and not by private i.nterests. It 
is the only way to keep the people's title 
in the public domain clear and unen
cumbered. This amendment clouds the 
title of the public domain belonging to 
all the peo:t:le. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that, a moment ago, 
the Senator from Wyoming was . not 
called to order, because he did not have 
the floor; but he was reqllested to take 
his seat, in the interest of peace and 
harmony ·in the Senate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico £Mr. ANDERSON] was discussed 
in the Senate on the evening of August 
4, as we were beginning the debate on 
the farm bill. At that time the Sena
tor from New Mexico [M~. ANDERSON], 
and th,e Senator fr.om Montana [Mr. 
MuRRAY] were in colloquy regarding 
which of the conservationi~t groups were 
in opposition to the proposed amend
ment and which ones were in support 
of it. 
• As a result of that colloquy, I read 
Into the RECORD, as appears on page 
1327o of the RECORu, a list of the con
servationist organizations which oppose 
this amendment. 

On the following Friday, I presented 
for the consideration of the Senate, and 
for review by it, telegrams signed by a 
number of such organizations and their 
representatives. Those telegrams ap
pear on pages 13537-13538 of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD for August 6. As an 
example of those telegrams, I now read 
one vf them, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 4, 1954. 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

Senate Office Bui lding, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Practically all national conservation or
ganizations still opposing am ended version 
stockmen's grazing bill, S. 2548, and protest 
attaching measure affectin~ administration 
of 200 million acres of n ational forest and 
Bankhead-Jan es lands as :o~. mere .r ider on 

farm bill, S. 3052. Several State affiliates 
of National Wildlife Federation are strongly 
in opposition. 

Forest Conservation Society of America, 
Spencer Smith, Secretary; Outdoor 
Writers Association of America, Mich
ael Hudoba, Conservation Director; 
Izaak Walton League of America, Wil
liam Voigt, Jr., Executive Director.; 
North American Wildlife Foundation, 
C. R. Gutermuth, Secretary; National 
Parks Association, Devereux Butcher, 
Editor; Sierra Club, Richard M. Leon
ard, Director; Sport Fishing Institute, 
R. W. Eschmeyer, Executive Vice Pres- · 
ident; Wilderness Society, Howard 
Zahniser, Executive Secretary; Wildlife 
Management Institute. IraN. Gabriel
son, President. 

So, Mr. President, there can be no 
doubt that, as the distinguished junior 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ERVIN] has said, with the exception of 
1 or 2 groups here or there, the wild-

, life and conservationist groups of the 
country are almost unanimously opposed 
to adoption of the amendment. They 
are opposed to its adopt:icr. for the rea
sons set forth by thE Forest Conserva
tion Society of America, m the brief it 
presented before the committee. That 
society made a very powerful argument 
in opposition to the amendment, and 
also inade a very app:ropria te analysis 
of it. 

At this time I wish to read into the 
RECORD the concluding paragraph of the 
statement by the Forest Conservation 
Society of America: 

This bill-

The society was referring to the 
amendment at the time when it was a 
bill-
if enacted, may readily become an entering 
wedge and be followed by even more aggres
sive efforts by stockmen's and other organ
izations to attain objectives which this bill 
would not satisfy. It may be followed by 
~fforts of other groups to obtain correspond
ing advantages. 

Let us n<;>t adopt legislation that would 
make it more difficult · in the long run to 
maintain range use as a privilege, rather. 
than as a private rig.ht. 

Mr. President, the point is that in' this 
case a technical amendment which has 
very great practical application is in
volved. As the Senator from Oregon 
pointed out indisputably, these lands are 
public lands, owned by all the people. 
Anyone who puts foot on them does so 
as a citizen with the privilege of putting 
foot on them. Anyone who obtains per
mission to use these lands obtains that 
as a privilege, not as a right. 

The Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERviN] is a distinguished jurist, 
and he put his finger exactly on the 
point. The moment a licensee or per
mittee obtains permission to make im
provements in these areas, a certain 
vested property right--either tangible or 
intangible-is thereby established. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Then would the 

Senator from Minnesota say that under 
the Taylor Grazing Act, if an investment 
is made, title to the land has been 
encu~ber~a? 

- Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, if the Federal 
Government then has to buy back the 
land, as this amendment provides; and 
it provides that the Federal Govern
ment will have to make compensation if 
the licensee's permit runs out; or that 
if the Federal Government wishes to re
claim the land, the Federal Government 
will have to buy it back. 

In that connection, I think the analysis 
made by the conservationist organiza
tions is a correct one, in that it points 
out that there really is not anything very 
wrong with th~ way the Federal Govern
ment is now operating these lands, and 
that there rests on the proponents the 
burden of showing clearly why the mak
ing of such a change is desirable. Cer
tainly there has been no hue and cry 
for such a change from the people of 
the United States, from conservationist 
groups, or from any other groups in the 
country, except the cattlemen and sheep
men, who would like to have a little 
better opportunity to go into the public 
domain. 

The Senator from Oregon made a very 
telling point. He did not say the cattle
men and sheepmen should be kept out of 
the Federal lands; but he said the Fed
eral Government should make whatever 
developments may be necessary and 
should make whatever improvements 
may be necessary, so that title to the 
lands will clearly remain in the Federal 
Government, and so that the right of the 
Federal Government to ownership, con
trol, and use of the lands is clear; and 
then the Federal Government should 
charge adequate license or permit fees, 
to offset the costs which may be involved 
in making the improvements. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me point out 
that one person who was mentioned dur
ing the debate some 2 or 3 days ago as 
possibly being in support of the amend
ment is a gentleman from my own State, 
Mr. Cliff Sakry. He sent me the fol
lowing telegram: 

ST. PAUL, MINN., August 5, 1954. 
Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, 

Senate Office Buildi ng, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Minnesota Conservation Federation back
ing you in fight to defeat national forest 
grazing bill from Aiken amen.dment to agri
cultural bill , S. 3052. Your work for conser
vation greatly appreciated. 

MINNESOTA CONSERVATION 
FEDERATION, 

CLIFF SAKRY, 
Executive Secretary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, may 
I have 1 more minute? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 more minute 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 
1 more minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also submitted for the RECORD telegrams 
from the Izaak Walton League, the Vv'ild
life Management Institute, and all the 
other major conservationist and wild
life groups. I think that all Members of 
the Senate must agree that these groups 
have at heart the national interest in the 
public domain and in the Jl.~tional forests 
and the nat ional park lands. 
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.. I realize that there ·m_ay be differences 
of opinion regarding how far the amend
ment goes. Let me say the a.mendment 
is greatly improved over the way the 
grazing bill previously read; there is no 
doubt about that. The ame~dment is 
not now the original so-caHed stockmen's 
bill-not by the slightest stretch of the 
imagination. However, I do not believe 
that bill, now the pending am~ndment, 
should be added to the farm bill. I know 
that grazing bill was once passed by the 
Senate, but the House of Representa
tives would not pass it. I also know that 
the only way this grazing bill can now 

. become law is by being attacheq to the 
farm bill, as an amendment, and in that 
way be reported from conference, fol
lowing the passage of the bill here in the 
Senate. But in that way, the processes 
of the House of Representatives would be 
circumvented . . 

Mr. Pres~dent, I wish to make very 
clear that, as has previously been stated, 
the House of Representatives will not 
agree to such an amendment to the 
pending bi.ll. This az.n~ndme~t is but an 
effort to get the so-called stockmen's bill 
through the back door. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment to the committee amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. M;r. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quolJlm. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes fqr that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
purpose of a quorum call? . 

Mr. ANDERSON. Before the vote. 
The PRESIDING - OFFICER. ·The 

Senator is advised that that cannot be 
. '<tone. Ali time must be yielded before 
a quorum call . can be ;had. 
. Mr. THYE. Mr. President-

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico still has 24 
minutes, and the Senator from Louisiana 
has 29 minutes. · 

Mr. ELLENDER; Am I to understand 
I cannot yield 4 minutes for the purpose 
of calling a quorum if I desire to do so? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that it is im
possible to tell how much time would be 
required for a quorum call. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I said I would yield 
not to exceed 4 minutes. if a quorum 
is not· obtained in 4 minutes, I shall ask 
that the order be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? _ It must be by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am sure there will 
be no objection if the Senator from 
Louisiana desires it that way. Let us 
proceed in the manner he desires. I 
certainly will not object. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time to be divided how? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Equally. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sug

gestion is made that there be a quorum 

·Call, and that the time be divided equally. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and the Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 15 minutes 
to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
am opposed to the pending amendment 
for three reasons . 

First, it is bad legislative procedure. 
During my service in the Congress, I 
always have opposed major riders which 
were not germane in any sense to the 
pending bill. Everyone knows, of course, 
that granting a limited number of stock
men more liberal grazing permits and 
some vested rights in the national for
ests has nothing in the world .to do with 
a price-support bill for farmers. I am 
a little surprised that the distinguished 
patrons of the flexible support bill-the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN] and the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON1-
should be willing to hazard the main 
provision of the bill, which was adopted 
by the Senate after a bitter fight by a 
majority of only four, and by a similar 
narrow margin in the House, by adding 

· an extraneous Forest Service · bill which 
will be fought again in the House, even 

·if the House conferees accept it. 
I do not know whether they will accept 

it. It may be tied up for a long time. 
Even if they do accept it, the issue will 
be raised again on the floor of the House, 
because all the conservation agencies of 
the Nation have become aroused, and 
they will fight the provision. 

What better excuse will the 90-percent 
rigid supporters of the House have for 
voting against the · conference report 
than their opposition to the forest 
amendment? 

I am surprised that Senators who are 
so eager to see Congress adopt a flexible 
s~pport program are willing; in the clos
ing days of the session, to hazard the 
entire program with some extraneous 
matter. · 

The second reason I am opposed to the 
amendment is that the Senate never de
bated the bill. How did it pass? It 
passed by unanimous consent, when not 
more than a handful of Senators were 
present on the floor·. There was no de-

. bate and no recorded vote. 
The Senate had been lulled into a feel

ing of false security about the bill by the 
published report that it had the endorse
ment of the National Wildlife Federa
tion. 

We now find that a director of that 
organization in New Mexico went to one 
of the Western States with an official of 
the Federation from Washington, and 
the two of them; at a meeting held out 
there, put through a certain resolution. 
That action has since been overwhelm
ingly refuted. We have telegrams in 
Washington today from at least 30 State 
units of the same organization repudi
ating the action taken last spring at that 
western conference. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know 

the Senator . from Virginia would never 
make a statement that was not abso
lutely correct. When the bill was be
fore the Senate there was debate on it. 
I know I asked a dozen questions my
self, and 4 or .5 or 6 other Senators en
gaged in debate at the time the bill was 
before the Senate. I know the Senator 
from Virginia would not want to give a 
wrong impression about the bill. There 
is in the RECORD a considerable amount 
of debate on the bill . . 

ML ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Virginia will, of course, 
accept the statement of his distinguished 
friend from Colorado. The statement of 
the junior Senator from Virginia was 
based on what he read in the RECORD, 
namely, the statement by the distin· 
guished Senator from Idaho [Mr. 

·WELKER], who asked that the action of 
the Senate be reconsidered on the ground 
that only a handful of Senators were 
on the floor when it passed the Senate, 

·and that there was no adequate debate 
on it. 

The point has been made that the 
· House has not had an opportunity to 
consider the new bill. The House has 
considered the new bill. It has held two 

· separate hearings on the new bill. The 
House Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has refused to report the new 
bill. It is tied up in committee. All the 

· committee members are against it. All 
the Members of the House who are in
terested in the conservation of our nat· 

· ural resources are against · the bill. 
What is involved? Nine million people 

a year use our 175 million to 180 million 
· acres of national forests. Eighteen thou
sand stockmen have grazing permits. I 
do not claim that the stockmen are any 
more selfish than people in Virginia, or 
anywhere else. However, anyone who 
acquires an interest in public property 
wants to use that interest to the fullest 
advantage permitted by the law. Cer
tainly the stockmen's association is no 
eleemosynary institution. During the 21 
years I have been in Congress they have 
been constantly pressing us for more and 
more use of the public domain, particu
larly the national forest. They have 
brought it to the point where the game is 
gone and the water supply is imperiled. 
The Taylor Grazing Act was passed in 
an effort to control the situation. 

· The stockmen came back this year and 
asked for more than was included in the 
first Anderson bill. · The Senator from 
New Mexico could not get that bill 
through, so he cut them down some more 
in the amendment. There is no question 
that this is just another wedge, that the 
stockmen will be back for more, and that 
they will keep coming back for more. 

I do not criticize the stockmen for 
wanting to get the fullest use for them
selves, but, as I say, they are for private 
property with two capital ''P's.'' Our 
duty is so to regulate the natural re
sources which belong to the people th~t 
the people may get the fullest enjoyment 
from them. 
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The permittees would have the right to 
build waterholes and to improve the for
est grazing ranges. As the distinguished 
Senator . from North Carolina [Mr. 
ERviN] has pointed out, the amendment 
would give stockmen a vested right in 
public property. If we let them go into 
the forests, and they build waterholes 
and otherwise improve the land, we shall 
never get them out again. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico said that he had very carefully 
provided in the amendment that no one 
could overrule the decision of the Secre
tary of the Interior with respect to the 
national forests. However, we do place 
a restriction in the bill on his manage
ment which ties his hands. 

That is why conservation organiza
t !ons throughout the Nation have ad
vised us that in their opinion if this bill 
is passed the Government will lose its 
control and management of the vast for
est areas in the West. 

The proper procedure in connection 
with this legislation is to handle it in the 
way it has started, namely, by a separate 
bill in the House and in the Senate. We 
should stick to that method of legisla
tion. We passed the bill, as I said, in 
amended form on the call of the calen
dar. The House has refused to pass the 
bill. 

· We can wait until next year, when we 
can develop more testimony. Then we 
can frame a bill. If we want to give 
stockmen-18,000 of them as against the 
millions of people who want to use the 
national forests-this additional privi
lege, we can do so. 

However, Mr. President, it would be a 
great mistake, in my humble opinion, for 
us to adopt, in the closing days of this 
session, an amendment, as a rider to the 
farm bill, which would imperil the agri
cultural bill, without giving the conser
vation organizations an opportunity to 
be heard. The Senator from Minnesota 
has furnished a long list of organizations 
which are opposed to the amendment, 
including the Izaak Walton League, all 
the State game departments in the East, 
and nearly all the units of the National 
Wildlife Federation. 

I do not wish unduly to delay a vote on 
the amendment. I hope very much that 
it will not be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself and 
other Senators, to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Mexico. I believe 
the adoption of the amendment would 
set an extremely dangerous and harm
ful precedent. The amendment, as I 
read it, would give to the sheepmen and 
cattlemen of the West, at least by im
plication, a vested claim to the public 
lands, and it would be extremely diffi
cult to get rid of it. I thoroughly agree 
with the proposal of the distinguished 
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE] that in order to make these 
lands available as fully as possible to 

~ the largest number of persons, the 
Government should build water holes or 
other improvements which are so ne.ces-

sary to the conduct of the grazing lands 
and charge the necessary fees to the 
grazing expenses. 

My second objection to the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
is that it would open the door to similar 
or equally dangerous procedures with 
regard to our timber lands and our other 
natural . resources, which belong not to 
only a small group of persons, but to 
160 million people of the Nation. 

We in New York hold a forest re
serve of approximately 2 million acres. 
We would not think of giving anyone the 
right to make improvements on that 
land with the understanding that they 
would receive reimbursement if they 
were later divested of the use of the 
land. As a matter of fact, the State of 
New York may not divest itself of even 
a few acres without a referendum of 
all the people of the State. 

Finally, Mr. President, I have a very 
strong feeling that this amendment has 
absolutely no place in the farm bill. 
It bears no relationship whatsoever to 
the subject which we have been discuss
ing for the past 5 days. It merely 
complicates matters. It is a rider, 
purely and simply. Let us not fool our
selves. It is not an amendment; it is a 
rider. As a matter of fact, if it is con
sidered proper and advisable to consider 
the subject at all, it should be the subject 
of an entirely separate bill to which 
Congress can give consideration with 
reference to all the implications, all the 
threats, all the possibilities of the bill, 
and reach a decision. 

For the reasons I have stated, Mr. 
President, I oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT]. 

·Mr. BARRET!'. Mr. President, we 
have heard that the provisions of this 
amendment would grant a vested right 
to the permittee. The Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] has just finished 
saying that he is fearful that if these 
privileges are granted, the permittee can 
never be divested of the lands. 

I invite the Senator's attention to the 
fact that in subsection (b), on page 2, it 
is provided as follows: 
. (b) To further promote and encourage 

the construction and maintenance of such 
range improvements the Secretary shall pro
vide by rules and regulations for compensa
ti.on to such privilege holders or their es
tates for the loss of the value of such im
provements. 

On page 3, subsection (d) provides: 
(d) The value of any improvement as de

termined under subsection (b) or (c) shall 
not exceed its replacement cost, less a per
centage thereof commensurate with the ex
pired portion of its normal life. The normal · 
life of any improvement shall be determined 
under rules and regulations of the Secretary 
and shall not exceed 20 years. 

How under the sun, could anyone con
tend that a person could never be di
vested. of his privileges or rights when the 
amendment itself sets a limitation of 20 

. years. 
The junior Senator from Oregon con

tended a while ago that vested rights 

were provided· for in this amendment. 
In the Western States the States them
selves own thousands upon thousands of 
acres of land. The lands are used gen
erally for grazing purposes. They are 
leased. In every one of the Western 
·states there is a provision of law iden
tical with the provision found in this 
amendment, a provision whereby the 
le~see, if he builds fences on the land, if 
he puts reservoirs or dikes on the land, 
wHl be recompensed for the replacement 
cost of those improvements if the State 
takes the lease a way from him or if he 
disposes of the improvements to a third 
person. 

That is precisely what this amendment 
would provide. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
the fact that more than 100,000 such 
leases are in existence in the Western 
States and never in any one of those 
States has the question of vested rights 
been raised. No court has ever held that 
the permittee or the lessee acquired a 
vested right under those provisions of 
State law. That is precisely what would 
happen here. 

We have before us an amendment 
which proposes to write into law the 
regulations of the Department of Agri
culture, and particularly of the Forest 
Service, which have been in force for a 
long period of years. How anyone could 
be opposed to writing into law the rules 
and regulations of that Department 
is beyond me. · If a man. is opposed to 
writing into the law the rules by which 
these lands can be used, he certainly 
favors a government by men rather than 
a government by law. That is precisely 
the situation which is before us. 

The point has been raised that permit
tees can make improvements on these 
lands. Of course they can. · As I 
pointed out-a while ago, in the past 10 
years they put up $4 million for those 
improvements. 

The Chief of the Forest Service has 
indicated that it would require $100 mil
lion to improve the forest ranges in the 
West. Bear in mind that we ·are not 
talking about national parks. That 
question has been brought into the de
bate a great many times this afternoon, 
but whoever makes the assertion that 
this amendment refers to national parks 
has not thoroughly read the amendment, 
because that is simply not the case. But 
the Chief of the Forest Service, who ap
proves the amendment, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the Bureau of the 
Budget, representing the executive arm 
of the Government, have approved it be
cause they know it will require upward 
of $100 million, over a period of years, to 
improve the ranges so that the people 
can have a greater grazing capacity for 
their livestock, so that the recreational 
uses of the national forests can be en
hanced, and so that the States of the 
West will have a right to develop, to 
grow, and to prosper as have States in 
the East, where there has been no such 
reservation of lands as there has been 
in the West. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoB
ERTSON] made a point of the fact that 
there are no public lands in Virginia. 
That is precisely so. When Virginia 
came into the Union, it would not give 
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1 acre of public domain to the Federal 
Government. On the other hand, in the 
State of Wyoming, the Federal Govern
ment owns 52 percent of all the lands in 
the State. Consequently, we need legis
lation which will give our people the 
right to pursue their work, their avoca
tions, their industries, and their busi
nesses under a system of law. I say that 
the proposed legislation is wholly rea
sonable in every way. 

It does not grant to the permittees any 
advantages which they do not have at 
present, save and except the one provi
sion that if they expend their own money 
on improving Federal lands, with the 
consent of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
they will be protected in that permission 
for a period not to exceed 10 years; and 
if they lose the land, their successors in 
interest will be obliged to compensate 
them for the replacement value of the 
improvement, less the depreciated value 
over a period of 10 years. 

All we are seeking is fair play. The 
States of the West have seen fit, over the 
past 50 years, to write into their statutes 
language giving to the lessees of State 
lands precisely the same rights as are 
provided in the bill. Such provisions 
have worked quite satisfactorily over the 
years so far as State property is con
cerned. Certainly, there is no reason 
why such a provision cannot be dealt 
with in the same fashion so far as Fed
eral lands are concerned. 

It seems to me that there is no reason 
to believe that the language. or the im
plications of the amendment would 
justify anyone in contending that aves~
ed or property right in Federal lands ·1s 
given to the permittees. 

There is one other provision in the 
amendment which is new and different 
from existing regulations, namely, the 
provision that if and when the Secretary 
of Agriculture acts in a capricious man
ner or contrary to law, a record can be 
made and an appeal taken to the courts, 
to require the Secretary of Agriculture 
to follow the law. I cannot conceive of 
any Senator being opposed to insuring 
to an American citizen the right to his 
day in.court. 

It seems to me that the amendment is 
sound and proper, and that it should be 
adopted. I can see no reason why the 
Senate should reverse the position which 
it took a month or 6 weeks ago. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
to enable him to make clear whether the 
Forest Service has given full approval 
to the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, night be
fore last I received a communication 
from Mr. McArdle, Chief of the Forest 
Service, saying that he had heard re
ports throughout the country to the ef
fect that the United States Forest Serv
ice did not favor the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Mexico. Mr. 
McArdle said that if I heard any such 
reports, I could state specifically that the 
Forest Service was absolutely behind the 
amendment. 

In fact, the amendment is the result 
of a cooperative effort by the United 
States Forest Service, the real w-ildlife 
and conservation people of the coun-

try, and the Senate Committee on Agri .. 
culture and Forestry. It is an excellent 
amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

I assisted in drafting the original bill, 
as the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
BARRETT] has just stated. That bill was 
passed by the Senate and is now before 
the House Committee on Agriculture for 
consideration. The only difference be
tween the law as now administered and 
the amendment is that the amendment 
empowers the Secretary of Agriculture 
to promote and encourage the construc
tion and maintenance, by permittees, of 
fences, range-water facilities, range re
seeding, and so forth. That function is 
now carried out by the Federal Govern
ment. In my judgment the plan en
visioned in the pending amendment will 
save the Government much money and 
will encourage a wider use of our public 
lands. 

I maintain that no vested rights in 
lands are conveyed by virtue of the 
amendment. I repeat, the same rights 
as are obtained now under existing law 
will be obtained by the permittee under 
the pending amendment if adopted. 
The only additional right conveyed, as 
I see it, is the right of permittees to 
build at their own expense, waterholes 
and fences, under rules and regula~ions 
prescribed by the Secretary of Agncul
ture. 

So far as I am concerned, it is my 
belief that the amendment should not 
be considered in connection with the 
pending bill. 

A bill similar to the pending amend
ment was passed by the Senate 4 or 5 
weeks ago, and is now before the House 
of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from L<:!uisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself an 
additional half minute. 

The fact that the House has not 
acted on the bill makes me believe that 
the House is opposed to it. It strikes 
me that it would be only an idle gesture 
for the Senate to adopt the -amendment 
at this time, in the hope that the House 
would agree to it. For that reason, I 
shall vote against the amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I won
der if the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] would yield back 
the remainder of their time, so that I 
may suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield the rest of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself 
and other Senators, to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MARTIN. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OF'.FICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Goldwater 

Gore McCarthy 
Green McClellan 
Hayden Millikin 
Hendrickson Monroney 
Hennings Morse 
Hickenlooper Mundt 
Hill Murray 
Holland Neely 
Humphrey Pastore 
Ives Payne 
Jackson Potter 
Jenner Reynolds 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S.c. Saltonstall 
Kefauver Schoeppel 
Kennedy Smathers 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Knowland Smith, N.J. 
Kuchel Stennis 
Langer Symington 
Lehman Thye 
Lennon Upton 
Long Watkins 
Magnuson Welker 
Malone Wiley 
Martin Williailll 
Maybank Young 
McCarran 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself 
and other Senators, to the amendment 
of the committee. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from .Connecticut [Mr. PuR
TELL] is absent on ofilcial business. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] is 
necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote "nay." 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. PURTELL] would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from West Virginia ·[Mr. 
KILGORE], and the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] are detained on 
ofilcial business. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EAsTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. · 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Alabama 
would vote "nay," and the Senator from 
Vermont would vote "yea." 

I announce also that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], and the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. KILGORE] would each vote 
"nay." 
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The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 41, as follows: 

YEA5-45 
Aiken Dirksen McCarran 
Anderson Dworshak McCarthy 
Barrett Ferguson Millikin 
Beall Goldwater Mundt 
Bennett Hayden Payne 
Bowring Hendrickson Reynolds· 
Bricker Hickenlooper Sal tons tall 
Bridges Holland Schoeppel 
Bush Ives Smith, Maine 
Butler Jenner Smith, N.J. 
Capehart. Johnson, Colo. Thye 
Carlson Know land Upton 
Case Kuchel Watkins 
Cordon Malone Welker : 
Crippa M~rtin Williams 

NAY5-41 
Burke Humphrey Monroney 
Clements Jackson Morse 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Douglas Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Duff Kefauver Pastore 
Ellender Kennedy Potter 
Ervin Kerr Robertson 
Fulbright Langer Russell 
George Lehman Smathers 
Gillette Lenno.n Stennis 
Gore Long Symington 
Green Magnuson Wiley 
Hennings May bank Young 
Hill McClellan 

NOT VOTING-10 
Byrd Flanders Purtell 
Chavez Frear Sparkman 
Daniel Kilgore 
Eastland Mansfield 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
ANDERSON for himself and other Sena
tors to the amendment of the committee 
was agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote just taken be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move to lay the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, to the 
committee amendment, I offer, on be
half of myself and the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEsl, the amendment which I send to 
the desk. I request the immediate con
sideration of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend
ment will be read. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the 
amendment is a rather long one. If 
there is no objection, I ask that the 
reading of the amendment be ~ispensed 
with at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without, 
objection, the reading of the amend
ment will be dispensed with; and, with
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment submitt.ed by Mr. 
YoUNG, on behalf of himself and Mr. 
IvEs, to the committee amendment, is 
as follows: 

On page 30, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

"SEc. 310. (a) Section 332 of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
(7 U. S. C. 1332), is amended to read as 
follows: 

" 'SEc. 332. Not later than July 1 of each 
calendar year, the Secretary shall determine 
and proclaim the acreage allotment for the 
·crop of wheat to be produced in the next 
calendar year.' 

. "(b) Section 333 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U.S. C. 
1333), is amended to read as follows: 
. " 'SEC. 333. The acreage allotment for any 
crop of wheat shall be that acreage in the 
commercial wheat producing area which, on 
the basis of the average yield for wheat in 
such area during the 5 calendar years im
mediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such allotment is determined, ad
justed for abnormal weather conditions, will 
produce an amount of wheat in such area 
which the Secretary determines will, together 
with wheat produced in the United States 
outside the commercial wheat producing area 
and wheat imported, make available a sup
ply for the marketing year beginning in 
the next calendar year, equal to the normal 
supply. The acreage allotment for wheat 
shall not be less than 50 million acres.' 

"(c) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended (7. U. S. C. 1334), are 
amended to read as follows: 

"'(a) The acreage allotment for wheat, 
less a reserve of not to exceed 1 percent 
thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the 
Secretary among the States in the com
mercial wheat producing area, on the basis 
of the aggregate acreage seeded for the pro
duction of wheat in the counties in the 
State included in the commercial wheat pro
ducing area during the 5 calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such acreage allotment is determined 
(plus, in applicable years, the acreage di
verted under previous agricultural adjust
ment and conservation programs), with ad
justments for abnormal weather conditions 
and for trends in acreage during such period. 
The reserve acreage set aside · herein for 
apportionment by the Secretary shall be 
used to make allotments to counties, in 
addition to the county allotments made 
under subsection (b) of this section, on 
the basis of the relative needs of the counties 
for additional allotment because of reclama
tion and other new areas coming into the 
production of wheat during the 5 calendar 
years ending with the calendar year in which 
the acreage allotment for the commercial 
wheat producing area is proclaimed. 

"'(b) The State acreage allotment for 
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 3 per
cent thereof for apportionment as provided 
in subsection (c) of this section, shall be 
apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State included within the 
commercial wheat-producing area, on the 
basis of the acreage seeded for the production 
of wheat during the five calendar years im
mediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such acreage allotment is determined 
(plus, in applicable years, the acreage 
diverted under previous agricultural adjust
ment and conservation programs), with ad
justments for abnormal weather conditions 
and trends in acreage during such period and 
for the promotion of soil conservation prac
tices.' 

"(d) Section 335 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U.S. C. 
1335) , is amended: 
. " ( 1) By striking out .of the first sentence 
of subsection (a) the words 'a national mar
keting quota shall be in effect• and inserting 
in lieu thereof 'm3.rketing quotas shall be in 
effect in the commercial wheat-producing 
area'; and 

"(2) By adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"'(e) If the average acreage seeded for the 
production of wheat in any State during the 
3 calendar years immediately preceding the 
calendar year in which the national market
ing quota is proclaimed is 150,000 acres or 
less, the Secretary, in order to promote effi
cient administration of this act and the Agri
cultural Act of 1949, may designate such 
State as outside the commercial wheat-pro-

ducing area fot the - crop with respect to 
which such quota is proclaimed: Provided, 
That any group of three or more contiguous 
counties in a State included in the commer
cial wheat-producing area may ·be excluded 
from such area if, after investigation, the 
Secretary determines that 80 percent or more 
of the farms producing wheat in such con
~iguous . group of counties in the last year of 
the immediately preceding 5 calendar years 
produced wheat from 15 acres or less. No 
farm marketing quota shall be applicable 
with respect to any such crop of wheat on 
any farm in any State or county so desig
nt.ted or excluded. Notice of any such desig
nation or exclusion shall be published in the 
Federal Register.' . 

" (e) Section 336 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U.S. C. 
1336), is amended to read as follows: 

"'SEc. 336. Between the date of the is
suance of the proclamation provided for in 
section 335 (a) and July 25, the Secretary 
shall conduct a referendum, by secret ballot, 
of farmers who would be subject to market
ing quotas to determine whether such farm- · 
ers favor or oppose such quotas. If more 
than one-third of the farmers voting in the 
re~erendum oppose such quotas, the Secre
tary shall, prior to the effective date of such 
quotas, by proclamation suspend the opera
tion of marketing quotas with respect to 
wheat.' 

"(f) Part III of title ill of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by striking out the word 'na
tional' whenever it appears therein. 

"(g) The amendments made by this sec
tion shall be effective with respect to the 
1956 and succeeding crops.'• 

On page 21, line 14, after "SEC. 201.'' in
sert "(a)." 

On page 21, following section 201 (a), in
sert the following: 

"('b) Section 101 (d) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1441 (d)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"'(7) Where a State or county is desig
nated or excluded under section 335 (e) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, as outside the commercial wheat
producing area for any crop of wheat, the 
level of price support for wheat to cooper
ators in such State or county for suc;:h crop 
of wheat shall be 75 percent of the level of 
price support to cooperators in the com
mercial wheat-producing area..'" 

On page 25, between lines 6 a:p.d 7, insert 
the following: _ 

"SEc. 206. Section 408 {b) of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1428 (b)) 
is amended by inserting 'or wheat' after 
'corn,' and by inserting 'or wheat-produc
ing' after 'corn-producing.'" 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a very important one, and 
I desire to call the attention of all Mem
bers of the Senate to it. The amend
ment would establish a commercial and 
noncommercial area for wheat, as we 
have had for many years in the case of 
corn. 

The amendment is, as I have already 
said, submitted on behalf of myself and 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. IVESl, to the committee 
amendment. I am very happy to be as
sociated with the Senator from New 
York on the amendment. 

This amendment has the support of 
the administration. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask unan
imous consent that a letter from -Mr. 
McConnell, -the Administrator of the 
Comm<>dity Stabilization Service, be read 
at the desk. Although I have differed 
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greatly with -Mr. McConnell on -many 
problems relating to agriculture, I think 
he is one of the finest and most honor
able men in the Government service. 
He is a very honest, sincere, and capable 
person. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the letter will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 

Washington, D. C ., August 10, 1954. 
Hon. MILTON R. YOUNG, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR YOUNG: I understand that 

you have prepared amendments to S. 3052, 
which would place the wheat program on a 
commercial area basis similar to corn. As 
you know, the bill passed by the House (H. R. 
9680) contained a similar but inadequate 
provision in that it would have excluded 
from the cominercial area but a few of the 
States which are not engaged in the commer
cial production of wheat. Specifically, it 
would have excluded only Louisiana, Florida, 
and the six New England States. 

I feel that I should express to you the 
views of the Department in regard to the 
problem of the establishment of a commer
cial wheat-producing area. In general, we 
are taking the position that a commercial 
wheat-producing area, properly established, 

·would not only result in a sounder wheat 
program but effect substantial savings in the 
administration of acreage and marketing 
controls and price-support operations. We 
have given considerable study to this .prob
lem and have explored several possibilities as 
to what areas should be included in a com
mercial wheat-producing area. 

On the basis of our studies, it appears that 
a practical breaking point between commer
cial and noncommercial wheat-producing 
States would be an average State wheat acre
age of approximately 150,000 acres. In addi
tion, it would be desirable to exclude from 
States within the commercial area groups of 
contiguous counties in which 80 percent or 
more of the farms produce 15 acres or less of 
wheat. 

A cominercial wheat-producing area deter
mined on this basis would exclude 17 States 
entirely and additional counties in other 
States within the commercial area. The 
States and counties so excluded would com
prise areas in which wheat is produced on 
small farms primarily for livestock feed. It 
is the view of the Department that it is un
necessary and undesirable to subject wheat 
producers in these feed wheat-producing 
areas to the rigid controls required under 
existing legislation. Establishment of a 
commercial wheat-producing area would en
able these feed-wheat producers to raise 
wheat free of marketing quotas and other 
restrictions, and thereby provide more ade
quate feed in the areas which in the past 
have not produced sufficient feed to meet 
local requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. S. McCoNNELL, 

Administrator. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico, the 
former Secretary of Agriculture, has 
been on the floor continuously all day, 
but left the Chamber momentarily. Be
fore he left he asked me to advise the 
Senate that he favors this amendment. 
He will be back shortly. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a statement? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

PAYNE in the chair). How much time 
does the Senator desire? 

Mr. IVES. It-is not worth considering 
the amount of time I shall take. 

I simply want to state that I am de
lighted to be associated with the dis
tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
in offering this amendment. To use a 
very trite expression, it is a definite step 
in the right direction. I do not know 
how much benefit it will be to New York 
State, but I do know that it can do no 
harm. Whatever it does do will be all to 
the good. It is a very sound approach, a 
very just approach. I think it should 
be approved by the Senate. 
. Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the 
House approved an amendment similar 
to this, which would exempt States pro
ducing less than 2,500 acres of wheat. 

By that amendment, all the six New 
England States would be eliminated, 
plus Florida and Louisiana. 

This amendment would eliminate any 
State planting less than 150,000 acres. 
It would eliminate the six New England 
States, plus New Jersey, Delaware, West 
Virginia, South Carolina, Florida, 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Iowa, Wisconsin, Arizona, and 
Nevada-20 States in all. 

In these 20 States there has been an 
average production of wheat of 1,044,656 
acres for the past 5 years. Under 
their wheat allotment for next year, for 
these States, there will be 680,270 acres. 
That is the total acres in the United 
States that would be exempt from wheat 
quotas, with an average production of a 
little over 18 million bushels. 

It would exempt 92,574 farmers in the 
Nation from the harsh provisions of the 
wheat quota law, and I think rightly so. 
A farmer who produces 15 or 20 acres of 
wheat, mostly for feed purposes, cer
tainly should not be subjected to quotas 
and all the penalties that go with them. 
For example, even though a farmer has 
only 20 acres of wheat, if he exceeds his 
quota he cannot sell that wheat without 
a severe penalty, he cannot feed it to his 
livestock without a severe penalty. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Presi<ient, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Would the Senator 

from North Dakota agree with the Sen
ator from South Dakota that another 
justice which would flow from this 
amendment would be to take out of na
tional referendum those farmers who are 
not particularly concerned with the com
mercial production of wheat and to per
mit future decisions, from the standpoint 
of wheat and dairy farms, to be made by 
the areas and the farmers in which 
wheat is a major product and which are 
naturally commercially interested in the 
production of wheat? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. I 
think. most. small -farmers in the-States. 
affected usually produce a different type 
of wheat. They produce a feed wheat 
in place of a bread wheat. · 

Mr. MUNDT. The problems con
fronting the producer of wheat in New 
York State for feed purposes, and the 
problems confronting a commercial pro
ducer of wheat in North Dakota or South 
Dakota, are entirely different, and there 
is no reason that their ballots should be 
commingled in a national referendum 

look-ing to the establishment of a wheat 
quota. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. I do 
not maintain that this is a perfect bill. 
Neither do I understand the Department 
of Agriculture contends it is a perfect 
bill. It was drawn up with a representa
tive of the Department of Agriculture 
with a member of my staff and the Sen
ate Legislative Counsel. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I had not 

intended to take a position on this be
cause I did not know enough about the 
particular bill which the Senator from 
North Dakota was introducing. I have 
had the feeling that dividing the wheat 
acreage into commercial and noncom
mercial States and counties would be 
advantageous not only to the wheat 
counties but also to some of us in the 
Eastern States who find the measuring 
of acreage to be more a nuisance than 
anything else. I have just been in con
versation with the Secretary of Agricul
ture, Mr. Benson, and while he does not 
claim that this may be the perfect solu
tion to our problem, he believes that it 
would be to the advantage of the Senate 
to approve the amendment which is pro
posed by the Senator from North Da
kota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Vermont. 

I yield to the Senator from South Da
kota. 

Mr. CASE. As I understand, the pro
gram for this year and from now on, 
under the existing law, also contem
plates cross-compliance. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. 
Mr. CASE. Is that not another rea

son it would be advantageous to these 
areas that would be excluded from the 
commercial wheat area to be relieved of 
the requirements of the present law in 
that respect? If they should stay under 
the present law, they would suffer the 
penalties of cross-compliance under 
other crops. · 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct, yes. 
It would relieve them of most of that 
penalty. 

Mr. President, in the State of North 
Dakota we have only one commercial 
corn county. My farm is in a noncom
mercial area. In the commercial area 
we presently have 90-percent support for 
corn. In the noncommercial area the 
support level is 75 percent of the 90 per-

. cent, or 67% percent. The same thing 
would apply to wheat. 

If the support level on wheat in the 
commercial area is 90 percent of parity, 
the support level in the noncommercial . 
area would be 75 percent of that, or 
67% percent. 

We who live in the noncommercial 
corn area of North Dakota are very hap
PY with the situation. On my own farm 
we produce about 250 acres of corn a 
year. We feed all of it. We have no in
terest in the price-support program for 
corn and do not care to come under it. 
I assume that most of the small wheat 
producers in the eastern part of the 
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United States anci elsewhere, who pro
duce wheat almost entirely for feed pur
?Oses, would just as soon be out from 
under the ·severe penalties imposed by 
quotas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senator from North Dakota and the 
Senator from Vermont yield back the 
remainder of their time? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have control of 
the-time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the unanimous-consent agreement, 
does the Senator from Texas yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. YOUNG. Unless some other Sen
ator cares to speak on the amendment, 
I yield · back my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time having been yielded back, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. YouNG] for himself and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. IVES] to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I call up my amendment desig
nated "7-21-54-A." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 
Does -the Senator from Iowa desire the 
amendment to be read in full? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The amend
ment is of some length and, unless there 
is objection, I ask that the amendment 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the fact that the amendment is rather 
long, the Senator from Iowa asks that 
the reading of his amendment be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in 
the HECORD. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

On page 36, strike out lines 16 through 23, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 601. For the purpose of encouraging 
and promoting the marlteting of agricultural 
products of the Unfted States and assisting 
American farmers, processors, distributors, 
and exporters to adjust their operations and 
practices to meet world conditions, the Sec
retary of Agriculture shall acquire informa
tion regarding the competition and demand 
for United States agricultural products, the 
marketing and distribution of said products 
in foreign countries and shall be responsible 
for the interpretation and dissemination of 
such information in the United States and 
shall make investigations abroad regarding 
the factors affecting and influencing the ex
port of United States agricultural products, 
and shall conduct abroad any other activities 
including the demonstration of standards of 
quality for American agricultural products 
for which the Department of Agriculture now 
has or in the future may have such stand
ards, as he deems necessary. Nothing con
t~ined herein shall be construed as prohibit
ing the Department of Agriculture from con
ducting abroad any activity for which au
thority now exists. 

"SEc. 602. (a) To effectuate the carrying 
out of the purposes of this title, the Secre
tary of Agriculture is authorized to appoint 
such personnel as he determines to be neces
sary and, with the concurrence of the Secre
tary of State, to assign such personnel to 
service abroad, and the Secretary of Agri
culture may place not to exceed 8 positions 

-----

in grade 16 and 2 in grade 17 of the General 
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, in accordance with the standards 
and procedures of that act and such posi
tions shall be in addition to the number 
authorized in section 505 of that act. 

"(b) Officers or employees assigned or ap
pointed to a post abroad pursuant to this 
title shall have the designation of Agricul
tural Attache or other titles or designations, 
which shall be jointly agreed to by the Secre
tary of State and the Secretary of Agriculture. 

" (c) Upon the request of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of State shall reg
ularly and officially attach the officers or em
ployees of the United States Department of 
Agriculture to the diplomatic mission of the 
United States in the country in which such 
officers or employees are to be assigned by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and shall ob
tain for them diplomatic privileges and im
munities equivalent to those enjoyed by F.or
eign Service personnel of comparable rank 
and salary. 

" (d) The President shall prescribe regu
lations to insure that the official activities 
of persons assigned abroad under this title 
are carried on ( 1) consonant with United 
States foreign policy objectives as defined by 
the Secretary of State; (2) in accordance 
with instructions of the Secretary of Agri
culture with respect to agricultural mat
ters; and (3) in coordination with other rep
resentatives of the United States Govern
ment in each country, under the leadership 
of the Chief of the United States Diplomatic 
Mission. 

"SEc. 603. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may, under such rules and rflgUlations as 
may be prescribed by the President or his 
designee, provide to personnel appointed or 
assigned by the Secretary of Agriculture un
der this title· or other authority allowances 
and benefits similar to those provided by 
title IX of the Foreign Service Act of 1946. 
Leaves of absence for personnel under this 
title shall be on the same basis as is pro
vided for the Foreign Service of the United 
States by the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 
1951 (5 u.s. c . 2061). 

"SEc. 604. (a) The reports and dispatches 
prepared by the officers appointed or as
signed under this title shall be made avail
able to the Department of State, and may 
be made available to other interested 
agencies of the Government, and the agri
cultural reports and dispatches and related 
agricultural informat ion produced by offi
cers of the Foreign Service shall be available 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

"(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
upon request of the Secretary of Agricul
ture to provide office space, equipment, fa
cilities, and such other administrative serv
ices as may be required for the personnel 
affected by this title. The Secretary of Agri
culture is authorized to reimburse or ad
vance funds to the Secretary of State for 
such services. 

"SEc. 605. Provisions in annual appropria
tion acts of the Department of State facili
tating the work of the Foreign Service of the 
United States shall be applicable under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the President 
or his designee to activities pursuant to this 
title. 

"SEc. 606. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may make rules and regulations necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this title and may 
cooperate with any department or agency of 
the United States Government, State, Terri
tory, or possession or any organization or 
person. In any foreign country where cus
tom or practice requires· payment in advance 
for rent or other service, such payment may 
be authorized by the Secretary of Agricul
ture. 

"SEc. 607. (a) For the fiscal year 1955 so 
much of the Department of St ate and De
partment of Agriculture unexpended b al
ances of appropriations, allocations, and 

other funds employed, held, used, available, 
or to be made available, in connection with 
the functions covered by this title as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget or the 
Congress by appropriation or other law shall 
determine shall be transferred to or estab
lished in accounts under the control of the 
Department of Agriculture, and there are 
hereby authorized to be established such ad
ditional accounts as may be necessary for 
this purpose. 

"(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropria ted to the Department of Agricul
tu:r;-e such amounts a.s may be necessary for 
the purpose of this title. 

" (c) For the fiscal year 1955 funds which 
become available for the purposes of this 
title may be expended under the provisions · 
of law, including current appropriation acts, 
applicable to the Department of State: Pro
vided, That the provisions of section 571 
(d) of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 

· amended, with respect to the source of pay
ment for Foreign Service officers and em
ployees shall not apply to personnel em
ployed under this title. Obligations in
curred by the Department of State prior to 
September 1, 1954, with respect to functions 
affected by this act, shall be paid from ap
propriations available to the Department of 
State. 

"SEc. 608. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to affect personnel employed by 
or funds available to the Foreign Operations 
Administration or programs conducted un
der its authorities." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield 
himself? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to my
self 15 minutes, or so much thereof as
I may need.-

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
providing for the appointment by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, with certain 
cooperation from the Secretary of State, 
of agricultural attaches at our various 
missions abroad. The history . of the 
proposal is that in the House bill, H. R. 
9680, title V, subtitle A, there is set 
forth at some length provision for the 
selection by the Secretary of Agriculture 
of attaches at our _ various missions. 
That was considered in connection with 
other provisions of the bill by the Senate 
committee, but in the House bill there 
were found certain provisions which we 
thought perhaps did not quite meet the 
needs of the Department of Agriculture 
as to the appointment, classification, 
and activities of these attaches. 

Therefore, the Senate committee, on 
page 36, title VI, section 601, inserted a 
very short provision for agricultural at
taches for two purposes; namely, to es
tablish approval of the agricultural 
attache principle, and at least to place 
the section in conference for the purpose 
of making any needed improvements of 
the provision in the House bill. 

The committee went further and au
thorized some of its members, of whom 
I am one, to attempt to work with the 
Department of Agriculture and the De
partment of State on the provisions of 
the House measure, which are set out at 
considerable length and detail, to carry 
out the general · idea of the members of 
the committee and of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of State 
on this subject. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL
LENDER] has been interested in this sub
ject. I have asked him to cooperate, and 
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he has done so. I have asked him, if the -expenditure of funds ·for fiscal 1955 
he will, after such cooperation and ex- under laws applicable to the State De
amination, to state whether he is satis- partment. -
·fied with the amendment. I shall not· Section 608 provides that nothing in 
ask him to so state at the moment, but the title shall affect personnel, funds, 
he is in the Chamber, and I will appreci- or programs of the Foreign Operations -
ate his cooperation. Administration. , 

I should like to explain in just· a -few- I believ-e a number of us have been · 
words what the amendment would do. aware for some time that agricultural 

This amendment would substitute attaches in our missions abroad hereto
specific and detailed provisions concern• fore have been somewhat in the nature 
ing appointment of an agricultural .for- of ~trophie<;l ~ppendages. That is, they . 
eign service for the very general provi- . nave had certain functions which have 
sion therefor contained in the commit- . been rather indefinitely set out. Their 
tee amendment. In general this amend- fields of activities have been consider
ment provides for the appointment by ably restricted by Foreign Service pro
the secretary of · Agriculture of officers cedures. In general, I believe it is true 
and employees · to conduct abrcad such that their reports on agricultural sub
activities as the Secretary .of Agricul- jects have- too often had to be channeled 
ture deems necessary to encourage the through the redtape of the mission itself, 
marketing of agricultural products of at a lower level than the head of the 
the United states. mission. There have been delays in the 

Section 601 of the amendment sets - acquisition of information, and a general 
out its purpose, to conduct. abroad ac- limitation of their activities. We have 
tivities deemed· necessary .to encourage . long felt that agricultural . attach~s 
the marketing of agricultural products should be more responsible directly to the·-
of the United States. _ Secretary of Agriculture than they have 

Section 602 provides for- been, realizing at the same time that we 
(a) Appointment of personnel, in- cannot have two separate and independ

cluding 8 additional positions in -grade ent departments operating in a foreign 
16 and 2 in grade 17. <>:L the_ generaL . country,.·and that .all ·functions of: a mis- 
schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, sion must be headed up through an Am
the compensation for which corresponds bassador, but that at the same time the 
to that provided Foreign Service person- agricultural attaches must be lifted to a 
nel; proper position in the hierarchy of the 

(b) Designation of such personnel by mission, and also that their duties, rights, 
titles agreed to be the Secretary of State and obligations must be channeled more 
and the Secretary of . Agriculture;_. . specifically and more understai;l.dably to 

(c) Their attachment to United States the Department of Agriculture, which 
diplomatic missions and their diplomatic they are principally intended to serve. 
privileges and immunities; and Provision is made to increase the num-

(d) Regulations to -insure that their ber of higher grade classifications in the 
activities will be carried on consonant Department of Agriculture. It is neces
with United States foreign policy objec- .. sary for . certain individuals to be given 
tives, with instructions of the Secretary the classification in order to meet the 
of Agriculture, and with other activities . classifications provided by the State De
of the mission to which they - are at- partment for the people who are per
tached. forming similar functions abroad in vari-

Section 603 authorizes the Secretary- ous missions under the State Depart
of Agriculture under rules prescribed by ment. 
the President to provide personnel ap- I believe the amendment is a step in 
pointed under this title, or under other the right direction. 
al:lthorization.:.....,...such as personnel work- As I have said, the head of the mis
ing abroad on disease or pest control-- sion, either the Ambassador or whoever 
allowances and benefits similar to those is the head of the mission abroad, would 
provided by title IX of the Foreign Serv- be the supervisor of the agricultural at
ice Act of 1946, which includes quarters, taches,. and the agricultural attaches 
cost of living, travel, commissary, med- would be given a much enlarged re
ical expenses, and so forth, and to pro- sponsibility and duty in connection 
vide personnel appointed under this title with agricultural developments, especi
with leaves. of .absence. on. the same basis ally in-connection with the development 
as provided for Foreign Service person- of markets for American products 
nel. . abroad. 

Section 604 provides for making the It is a good amendment. As I said at 
reports of such -personnel available to . the outset, the amendment has been
other agencies of the . Government and drafted by the Department of Agricul
for agreements , with the Secretary of ture and the State Department. I am 
State for offi.ce...space and services. . told by the staff of the Committee on . 

Section 605 provides for making ap- Agriculture and Forestry that the State 
propriate provisions of State Department Department has stated that the amend
appropriation acts applicable to activ- ment as now written is satisfactory to it. 
ities under this title. Mr. ELLENDER,. Mr. President, will 

Section 606 authorizes appropriate the Senator yield? 
regulations, cooperation with Federal, Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
State, local, and private agencies or in- Mr.- ELLENDER. As the Senator is 
dividuals, and advance payments where aware that our agricultural attaches 
required by local custom. are exclusively under the Department 

Section 607 provides for the transfer of State. 
of existing appropriations, . authoriza- Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
tion .of additional appropriations,. and is correct; as I understand. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Their function in 
the past has been merely to make re- , 
ports on crop conditions abroad. 

Mr. HICKENLOO:J;>ER. The Sena
tor's statement is correct. 

Mr. ELLENDER. To what extent is · 
the work of the ! agricultural attaches 
broadened under this amendment? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The work of 
the attache is broadened, beginning in 
the very first section, in which the at
tache is under the. direction of and, of 
course, always subject to the cooperat- _ 
ing approval of the State Department, 
so that the attaches do not run wild on 
each other. But the Secretary of Agri
culture, through his attaches, is required 
to acquire information regarding the . 
competitive demand ·for -American· agri..; 
cultural products. He only reports. He 
is a "received-and-filed" man. 

Under this amendment a part of the 
responsibilities-is to make investigations 
in the agricultural field as to the factors 
~ffecting and intluenci~g the exports of 
United States agricultural products, and · 
any · other activities, including the 
demonstration of standards of quality 
for American agricultural products for 
which the Department of Agriculture 
now,has or in the future may have such 
standards. In other words, the attache 
is in the nature of an expert on the 
investigation and sale of American prod
ucts in whatever field may seem appro
priate and desirable under the direction 
of his chief: · 

Mr • . ELLENDER. ·And the Senator 
feels that the attache acting in that ca
pacity will act more or less as an agent 
of our Government in the prob~ble sale 
and distribution of agricultural products 
abroad? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPE.R. Yes. It gives · 
the attache abroad a wider scope of re- · 
sponsibility in his own independent ac
tion than he has had heretofore. I...et me 
il1ustrate. Heretofore, the agricultural 
attache in our mission abroad has been . 
far down the line. The ambassador is 
at the top. Under hi_m will be a c.oun
selor and some other persons, and then 
the attaches. They are limited merely 
to observing and reporting certain things. · 
Their reports go in at a low level within 
the mission and must find their way up . 
to the ambassadorial level, and, even- . 
tually those reports may get around to 
the Department of Agriculture. The 
attache is a representative of the De- · 
partment of Agriculture, but he is not on 
an independent level, because he must 
be responsive to the overall policies of 
the mission. But he would have an in
dependence and a responsibility, under 
the amendment, far greater than that 
which he now has, to look the ground 
over, to examine it as an expert, and _ to 
recommend the things he thinks will be 
in aid of American agriculture in con
nection with the sale of American 
products. 

Mr. ELLENDER. He could make his 
report directly to the Department of Ag
riculture, would he not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Not only to 
the chief of mission, but directly to the 
Department of Agriculture, without the 
delays and the redtape which have so. 
often slowed up action. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND: I appreciate the 

clarification which the Senator has al
ready made of his amendment, but I 

· should like to ask him a few more ques
tions. 

Do I now correctly understand that 
the reports, observations, and recom
mendations of the agricultural attache 
will come directly to the Department of 

. Agriculture? 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. It is my 

understanding that they will go direct
ly to the Department of Agriculture, and 
I think it is important that they go di
rectly there. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I join the Senator in 
that statement. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Depart- · 
me.nt of state will have copies of the 
information, but it will also come di
rectly to the.Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me• that 
i ::; highly necessary. 

Would the Department. of Agricul
ture, then, have the authority to act in 
such a way as to help American agricul
ture without the long and involved de
lays which have been taking place ·in . 
the Department of State? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; I believe · 
that is true; although there-is a provi
sion for cooperation and consultation be
tween the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Department of State. · But this 
amendment would greatly enlarge, ·first, 
the basis of accurate, immediate infor
mation which the Secretary would have 
from any mission abroad and would en
able him to program activities immedi
ately, if it is desirable to program them, · 
or undertake the establishment of a 
policy or the basis for disposal of Ameri
can products. It would cut a great deal 
of redtape. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I ·am personally 

greatly interested in this amendment, 
and in having an arrangement under 
which agricultural attaches can be 
helpful to agriculture in the United 
States. I am personally glad to know 
that the reports can be made directly 
to the Department of Agriculture and 
that the Department of Agriculture will 
h ave authority to take immediate and 
effective act ion without waiting for the 
long, involved, and complicated func
t ionings of the Department of State. If 
the Senator will yield a moment further, 
I should like to say that in two particu
lars I have had an opportunity to ob
serve the completely ineffectual han
dling of this branch of our Federal ac
tivities in the past year. 

On two occasions the Florida citrus 
industry has had very aggressive person
nel in Europe to help in the forwarding 
of programs which have been permitted 
by legisla tion passed by Congress. The 
first of these programs was to build up 
greater expor t markets by the use of 
section 32 funds to pay up to a certain 
point the difference between t he market 
price in Europe and the price at which 
the same product was selling on Ameri
can markets in an effort to recapture lost 

markets. We were dealing with a per
ishable crop which required arran&e
ments to be made promptly; otherwise 
they would be completely ineffective. 
For months after the very aggressive 
agricultural agents had acted coopera
tively with our field men from the Flor
ida citrus industry we tried to get action, 
only to be thwarted by the interminable 
delays in the embassies abroad. After 
the reports reached the Department of 
State, it began to look as though the 
Department of State was more inter
ested in protecting the organization of 
the dealers in the foreign countries who 
were dealing with other sources of citrus 
than they were in helping the citrus in
dustry of this Nation. 

The final result accomplished was to 
completely convince our people in Flor
ida that the Department of State had 
very little interest in them, because the 
action, when finally taken, was too late 
to be effective. 

In the second instance there was a 
freeze in Spain, which is a heavy pro
ducer of oranges, and there was a chance 
to find a greatly enlarged outlet for our 
citrus .fruits. Exactly the same sort of 
frustrating delay was encountered. So 
far as my observation went, the fault 
was not at all with the agricultural 
attaches. They were aggressive; they 
were informed; they tried to · be helpful, 
but they were thwarted by the redtape 
in the Department of State. I feel that 
this is a field in which we simply must 

.improve the situation. 
With that background I ask the dis

tinguished Senator from Iowa if he is 
convinced that the amendment, which is 
quite lengthy and which the Senate has 
not had an opportunity to digest in de
tail, will effectively accomplish the cut
ting of redtape so that the agricultural 
attaches can effectively help the agri
cultural industry of this Nation in find
ing foreign outlets? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am firmly 
convinced that the amendment will 
effectuate that result. Administrative
ly, of course, any law ca·n be slowed down 
or fouled up. But the amendment lays 
the basis for exactly the kind of coopera
tion that is needed. 
· The PRESIDIN'G OFFICER. The 

Chair announces that 21 minutes have 
expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield my
self another 10 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I believe the Senator 

from Iowa has reassured me on these 
points. :Uet me say again that so far 
as the effort to reestablish our markets 
overseas since World War II is concerned, 
the State Department has been more 
hurtful than helpful. It has been 
equally hurtful to our efforts to avoid 
the harmful effects of indiscriminate 
competition from some offshore sources 
in the shipment of perishables into this 
country which were not well graded, not 
well prepared for shipment, and did not 
arrive in good shape, and simply oper
ated to break down the markets which 
had been built up. 

For that reason, I feel that the Depart
ment of State had better be restricted to 

handling affairs which have to do with 
diplomatic relations, and should get out 
of the field of agricultural relations. I 
hope the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa will accomplish that purpose by 
his amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That i.s ex
actly the purpose of the amendment. I 
believe it will accomplish· that result . . 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

Mr. illCKENLOOPER. I have great 
respect for our Foreign Service and our 
diplomatic personnel. The overwhelm
ing number of them are fine persons and 
mean well. In their respective capaci
ties, in whatever field they are most 
skilled, they protect the best interests 
of the United States with considerable 
ability. But, as the Senator from Florida 
has pointed out, most of them do not 
know the problems of agriculture. They 
know the niceties of diplomatic conduct 
and how to represent the United States 
on a diplomatic level concerning the 
political needs of our country. But they 
do not know much about agriculture. 

Heretofore agricultural attaches have 
been useless appendages on the diplo
matic tree or structure. When an agri
cultural attache made some recommen
dations he was like a little boy who 
tugged at his father 's coattails and said, 
"Daddy; look at the bear." The father, 
who had other things on his mind, would 
my, "Go on, now, son; don't bother me. 
I have other things to do." 

I have observed situations in a num
ber of countries where recommendations 
by the· agricultural attache were made 
at such a low level that by the time they 
ro~e 2 or 3 echelons, to persons who 
did not know anything about agricul
ture, the recommendations were kicked 
around, and further study was recom
mended. That was done because the 
diplomatic personnel did not kno:w any
thing about agricultural conditions. 
Often such action defeated the very pur-

. pose of the recommendations which had 
been made by the poor fellow down the 
line. · 
- I think the amendment will cut r~d

tape. It gives to the attache respon
sibilities, duties to perform, and chan
nels to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The amendment provides for coopera
tion between the Secretary of Agricul
ture and the Secretary of State, for the 
purpose of making certain that particu
lar policies of the United States are not 
destroyed by the foolish operations of 
diploma tic personnel. 

I think the amendment will be a great 
step in the right direction toward pro
moting the interests of American agri
culture abroad. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief observation? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I think it has been 

clear throughout the debate that one 
of the principal needs of agriculture in 
the Nation now is to improve our export 
program, which has fallen · off vastly 
more than has the export program in 
the field of in<}ustry and other business. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree wi'th 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not believe-agri
cultural exports wm be greatly increased, 
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·certainly not up to the level of the pos:. 
sibilities for increase, unless there is an 
aggressive handling of aur problems by 
the American agricultural attaches, who 
are oul' contact men with the buyers 
and the markets in foreign nations, un
hampered by the excessive amount of 
State Department "redtape'' which now 
exists. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. ·That is the 
intent of the amendment, and I believe 
it will accomplish that purpose. At 
least, so far as we can see at present, 
the amendment goes far in that direc
tion I am told by members of the staff 
that the Secretary of Agriculture favors 
the amendment, and the Secretary of 
State also approves of it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I can say is that 
if the amendment accomplishes that 
purpose, the distinguished Senator fro~ 
Iowa will be even more welcome m 
Florida the next time he visits that 
State, than he has been in the past. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. Pre.sident, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Is there any estimate 

as to the additional cost which will be 
incurred by reason of the amendment? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr HICKENLOOPER. I have what 
I believe is the answer to the question 
asked by the Senator - from North 
Dakota. 

:Mr. LANGER. ·will the Senator. tell 
us, . further, in what . countries the 
attaches will be located? 

Mr . . HICKENLOOPER.· Agricultural 
attaches are already· located in practi
cally all our missions abroad. 

Mr. LANGER. In how niany coun
tries - are such attaches located at 
present? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should say, 
roughly, that they .are located in 50 
countries. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the missions have 
assigned to them any personnel in ad
dition to those which they now have? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think tpere 
will be no additional personnel. There 
might be a very few. There are I think, 
about 17 such positions. 

Mr. ELLENDER. There are 8 posi
tions in grade 16, and 2 in grade 17. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There is 
nothing in the amendment which would 
require or provide for any additional 
personnel. I am informed by the staff 
that there are 8 positions which will call 
for grade 16, and 2 positions which will 
call for grade 17. That will not neces
sarily mean the employment of addi
tional personnel, but it will ·provide 8 
grade 16 positions where that grade is 
now held by attaches in the State De
partment; and it will provide for 2 posi
tions in grade 17, where grade 17 is now 
held by personnel in the State Depart
ment. The amendment would merely 
place the personnel in the same grades 
which they now occupy, and provide for 
the regular pay allowances. 

Mr. LANGER. Has the Senator any 
idea as to what the additional expense 
will be? 

· Mr. HICKENLOOPER.· I · will ask the 
Senator from Minnesota if he has any 
additional information. The members 
of the staff tell me that to all intents and 
purposes there will be comparatively 
little additional expense, or: no supstan
tial amount of increased expense. 

Mr. THYE. The question came before 
the Committee on Appropriations, and 
we studied the subject. There are some 
countries in which there are no agri
cultural attaches. Therefore, if it were 
desired to have a full and effective for
eign service, it would be necessary to in
crease the number by placing an agri
cultural attache in every country. 

When the question arose as to how to 
staff the offices, because most of the at
taches will require secretarial service 
and office space, the position was taken 
that there would have to be office space. 
The best estimate which the Appropria
tions Committee could obtain was that 
the expense would be increased by about 
$1 million. I personally think that that 
would be a good expenditure, from the 
standpoint of United States agriculture. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That would 
be true if all the positions were filled. 

. Mr. THYE . . If there were an agricul
tural attache in each of the major coun
tries where ·it was desired to dispose of 
some of our agricultural surpluses, that 
is what could be expected. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But if the 
personnel merely stepped into the posts 
where they are now located, which com
prise most of the posts in the world, the 
probability is that the increased cost 
would be negligible. 

If posts were filled in the other coun
tries of the world, especially in some of 
the sm.aller countries, there would be 
soine increased cost for the additional 
agricultural attaches. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yieid ·for a further question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. · 
Mr. LANGER. I think about 4 or 5 

year ago, on the floor, the Senate tripled 
the amount of money which was provided 
for our ambassadors. One of the argu
ments made was that if the ambassadors 
had sufficient money, they could have 
agricultural attaches, and would thus be 
able to represent the United States in a 
better way. As the Senator may recall, 
Congress provided a huge additional 
amount of money. That is the reason 
why I inquired whether the proposed 
amendment would cost the taxpayers 
more money. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At the mo
ment, I cannot remember the exact cir
cumstances to which the Senator is re
ferring. I know there was an increase, 
but I am not prepared to discuss that 
detail with the Senator. However, the 
Department feels there will not be any 
greatly increased appropriation or ex
penditure necessary by reason of the 
amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under section 604 
(b) I notice the following: · 

(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
upon reque::>t of the Secretary of Agricul-

. tL!re to provide office space, equipment, 
facilities , and such other administrative 
services as may be required for the personnel 
affected by this title. The · Secretary of Agri
culture is authorized to reimburse or ad-

vance funds to the Secretary of State for such 
services. 

If the Senator from: Iowa will look at 
line 12, on page 4 of his amendment, I 
should like to suggest that he modify 
his amendment by adding the words 
"and clerical," after the word "admin
istrative," because I am sure that the 
clerical services that are employed in the 
embassy could also be used for clerical 
work for the attaches. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to 
check with counsel. It is my impres
sion that the term "administrative serv
ices" would include clerical se'rvices. 

· Mr. ELLENDER. It would do no harm 
to put that language in the amendment, 
would it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I see no reason 
why it should do any harm to put that 
language in the amendment. I think 
probably the language would clarify the 
provision, I am ·sure that is the intent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Iowa modify his amend
ment? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I modify my amendment by adding the 
words "and clerical" after the word "ad
ministrative", which appears on line 12 
of page 4 of my amendment. 

In the main, the amendment will 
merely amount to a transfer in the duties 
of personnel. The State Department is 
furnishing that service now, and it will 
merely reassign duties. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And it will save a 
little money. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 
Mr. LANGER. I do not see how it 

would save any money. It will cost $1 
milli.on more. · · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The increased 
cost will come about if posts which are 
not now staffed with agricultural repre
sentatives should be so staffed. That 
would increase the cost. The total pos
sible cost, as estimated by the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, will not 
exceed $1 million. 

Mr. President, if any Senator desires 
to use any time I have remaining, I shall 
be glad to yield such time as is needed. 
I do not know who is in charge of the 
time on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] is in 
charge of that time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
Senators having ytelded back the re
mainder of C1eir time, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Iowa [HrcKENLOOPER], as modi
fied, to the committee amendment. 

The modified amendment to the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment on behalf of my
self and the junior Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEYJ and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment ·on page 24, after line 12, it 
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is proposed to add a new section, as fol
lows: 

SEc. 204. (a) Title II of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof a new section as 
follows: 

"SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law the Secretary is authorized and 
directed to make immediately available 
through loans, purchases, or other operations 
under existing law, price support to pro
ducers of beef cattle at 80 percent of parity." 

(b) The provisions of the amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall not affect the 
authority of Secretary of Agriculture, under 
section 402 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
to make price support available at higher 
levels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Okla
homa yield to himself? 

Mr. KERR. I yield myself 5 minutes, 
Mr. President. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
support the price of beef cattle at 80 per
cent of parity through loans, purchases, 
or other operations under existing law, 
and retain the provisions of the present 
law which provide for additional au
thority or discretionary power to sup
port the price of beef cattle at above the 
level of 80 percent of parity. 

More than 80 percent of the income of 
the farm people of Oklahoma, and of 
farmers in many other areas, during the 
past 10 years has come from the sale of 
cattle. Due to the tremendous drop in 
the price of cattle, near-bankrupt or 
bankrupt conditions prevail today for 
tens of thousands of cattle producers. 

Although the Secretary has had the 
authority to support the price of cattle, 
he has permitted the average price of the 
average grade of cattle to be reduced to 
a lower percentage of parity than that 
of any other product which is of similar 
importance to the farmer. This is in 
spite of the fact that the feed purchased 
by the cattle producer is supported at 
some level of parity, and certainly above 
the level of 80 percent, which is the fig
ure which would be made mandatory by 
the amendment at which the Secretary 
would have to support the price of cattle. 

It is a well-known fact that today in 
many States, due to the terrible drought 
conditions, cattle are being forced on the 
market in large numbers, with the result 
that the value of the cattle is greatly de
creased, not only as affects the one who 
sells the cattle, but also the collateral 
value generally of cattle owned by pro
ducers who have to borrow money from 
the banks is greatly reduced. 

The result is to create a rapidly accel
~rating downward spiral which, in the 
JUdgment of the Senator from Okla
homa, cannot bz substantially arrested, 
halted, or reversed until a definite floor 
is placed under the value of live cattle. 
It will not be possible for stable credit 
to be made available and maintained un
tiJ. a substantial and steady floor is placed 
under the value of the cattle. Therefore 
:r:ot only from the standpoint of the wei~ 
fare of the average cattle producer, but 
also from the standpoint of the economy 
of areas in which farmers are engaged 
primarily or generally in the production· 
of cattle, the amendment offered by the 
two Senators frorr. Oklahoma is of great 
significance and value. 

Last year the situation was corr .. pa
rable to that existing today, with ref
erence to cattle being forced on the mar
ket and tens of thousands of producers 
having to sell because of the drought 
conditions. In the interest of the orderly 
marketing of the cattJe, the Secretary of 
Agriculture put into effect a program 
which he said was calculated to support 
the value of cattle. 

The Secretary spent nearly $100 mil
lion in a prog1.·am which had three re
sults. The first was that it created a 
great bonanza for the packers. Because 
of that program last year it was possible 
for the packers to make the greatest 
profit in their history. 

Another result of the program of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in which he 
spent nearly $100 million last year was 

. that the price of the products of cattle 
to the consumer was abnormally in
creased. In other words, the program 
which was put into effect penalized the 
consumers. Yet the producers of cattle 
were not benefited by the program at all, 
to say nothing of being benefited to a 
degree commensurate with the tremen
dous cost of the program and the great 
amount of money spent by the Secretary. 
· I have been advised that the Secre
tary is now contemplating a similar pro
gram for this year. A short time previ
ously, the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] called on the Sec
retary to put into effect a program of 
buying beef products as a measure to 
support the price of cattle, especially for 
the benefit of those areas afflicted with 
the drought, within which areas pro
ducers are being compelled to go to mar
ket with vast quantities of cattle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes have expired. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla
homa yields himself an additional 5 
minutes. 

Mr. President, neither Senators nor 
the Secretary of Agriculture nor anyone 
else with responsibility would prescribe 
a program of buying flour as a measure 
to support the price of wheat. 

Certainly the Secretary would not be 
so foolish, if he had the authority, nor 
would the Congress be so unwise, as to 
prescribe a program of buying cigarettes 
to support the price of tobacco. 

No one, Mr. President, with judgment 
and responsibility, would prescribe a 
program of buying peanut butter to sup
port the price of peanuts. 

Yet we had the example last year of 
the Secretary of Agriculture putting into 
effect a program of buying from the 
packers canned gravy, processed meat, 
and cannect meat to the extent of $100 
million, purportedly as a program to 
support the price of cattle. 

Mr. President, this proposed amend
ment has two purposes. 

The first purpose is to put a floor un
der the value of cattle on the hoof; to 
put into effect a program which would 
stabilize the value· of that product, which 
represents such a great percentage of 
the value of the output of the farmers 
of Oklahoma and of other similar areas. 

The other purpose of this amendment, 
Mr. President, is to make certain that 
any money spent by the Secretary for 
any program which the Secretary puts 

into operation will be spent on the basis 
of direct benefit to the producer of cat
tle, and will be for a program which will 
result in stabilization of the price or 
value of cattle on the hoof, rather than 
for a program which must be interpreted 
and considered only as a bonus or a sub
sidy to the processor. 

Mr. President, the program of the Sec
retary to support the price of beef prod
ucts has resulted in a great bonus and 
bonanza to the processors. That pro
gram had its counterpart · this year in 
the handling by the Secretary of the 
support program he has maintained for 
the price of dairy products. The way 
it has been handled has resulted in an 
additional profit to the processor with
out commensurate benefit to the pro
ducer and without commensurate sav
ings to the consumer. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. i yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the able Senator from Oklahoma 
how the Government would handle the 
cattle situation if there were a floor un
der the cattle price. Would the Gov
ernment be required to purchase the 
live cattle? 

Mr. KERR. · Mr. President, there are 
three ways in which the Secretary could 
support the price of cattle on the hoof 
for the direct benefit of the cattle pro
ducer. 

The first way is that the Secretary 
could arrange . nonrecourse loans. A 
loan could be made to the producer at 
the prescribed percentage of parity, for 
.the cattle which were the object of the 
support program. The loan could be 
made to the producer, Mr. President, 
while still allowing the producer to keep 
the cattle if he had the pasturage or the 
feed or the -means with which to take 
care of them. In that way the pro
ducer would receive the benefit of any 
increase -in the value of the cattle over 
and above the amount of the loan. In 
other words, the program could be han
dled on a basis which would give the 
producer the opportunity to come out 
whole on his product, to get the benefit 
of any increase in its value; and at the 
same time, Mr. President, it would pro
vide on-the-farm care of the cattle, the 
price for which was being supported. 

Another way the Secretary could sup
port the price of cattle would be by out
right purchases. There is no more rea
son, Mr. President, why the Secretary 
of Agriculture should not buy live cattle 
in the sales pen and have them proc
essed for Government account, than 
there is that he should not go to the 
packers and spend tens of millions of 
dopars in the buying of beef products. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
additional 5 minutes of the Senator 
from Oklahoma h ave expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to myself an ad
ditional 5 minutes, Mr. President. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 
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Mr. · SCHOEPPEL. ·Assuming, as the 

distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
says, that the Government could go into 
the market and buy cattle, then would it 
not be true that if the Government de
sired to eliminate the .expense incident 
to handling the cattle, keeping them and 
feeding them, the cattle would have to 
be slaughtered and processed? Then 
does the able Senator from Oklahoma 
say that the Government should own 
packing plants, or commandeer packing 
plants? How would that situation be 
handled? 

Mr. KERR. Not at all, Mr .. President. 
There is no more reasori why the Gov..: 
ernment should not make arrangements 
with the packing plants to process the 
cattle the Government buys from the 
producer, than that the Government 
should not do as it did last year and is 
presently contemplating doing. I refer 
to the fact that the Secretary goes to 
those same packers and gives them con
tracts for this month, next month, or 
6 months from now, under which he 
agrees to take a certain number of mil
lions of pounds of processed meat, which 
represents the output of those packing
plants. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. · 

Mr. KERR. I yield to my distin
guished colleague from Oklahoma. 
- Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to join 
my distinguished colleague from Okla
homa in supporting and offering this 
proposed amendment. It would seem to 
me, following the same pattern which 
has historically existed in supporting 
dairy products, supporting cottonseed, 
and supporting even peanuts and 
pecans, that this beef program, with a 
guaranty that the producer will receive 
at least 80 to 90 percent of parity, when 
the Government enters the purchasing 
.program, could be as easily carried out 
as any of the other programs, histor
ically. To say that this program is ad
ministratively impossible, or to say that 
we have to buy packing plants, is only 
a means of saying that we intend to 
refuse to extend effective Government 
help to the vast livestock industry, which 
is equal to many, many of the smaller 
farm industries, which are now and con
sistently have been supported by the 
Government. 

If we lose our cattle industry because 
of neglect to pay attention to the dis
aster which extends throughout the 
West, then the consumers of the United 
States will pay dearly for such lack of 
attention. 

I certainly feel that the people should 
understand there is a 3-year cycle which 
is necessary for the production of an 
adequate supply of beef. If beef should 
be allowed to go into short supply be
cause of the Government's negligence, 
then the present high prices of beef at 
the retail counter, which have not re
flected the disaster and loss to the live
stock producer, will be small in compar
ison to what consumers in the future 
will have to pay. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the remarks of my distinguished 
colleague. I remind the Senate that the 
junior Senator . from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY] last year went to the Secre-

tary of Agriculture and to the President, 
while the Secretary of Agriculture was 
engaged in a program of buying $100 
million worth of processed meat, and 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma asked 
the President to instruct the Secretary 
to handle that program in such a way 
that the packer would be compelled to 
pay the producer a price reflecting the 
amount of money the Government was 
paying to the packer for the meat 
products. 

Mr. President, when the Government 
entered upon a program of supporting 
pecans, the processor or the produce 
handler was required to send a bill of 
lading, with invoices, to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, covering a certain 
quantity of pecans at the price which 
had been fixed by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to be paid to the producer 
of the pecans. At the same time, Mr. 
President, the processor or the produce 
dealer had to accompany his invoice to 
the Government with receipts from the 
producers, showing that they had re
ceived the minimum amount required by 
the support program, as prescribed by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

What would prevent the Secretary of 
Agriculture from following this year the 
same pattern as last year in his program 
of buying meat products? If, as, and 
when he puts it into effect-and cer
tainly, Mr. President, he is going to be 
compelled by the economics of the situ
ation to do so-what would keep him, if 
he did not want to handle it any other 
way, from having a contract with the 
packers from whom he buys the meat 
products specifying that in order for 
their product to be delivered to the Gov
ernment under the contract purchase 
program, the packer would have to show 
that the producer had received a mini
mum of 80 percent of parity for the 
cattle on the hoof? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield myself an addi
tional 1 minute. 

From the standpoint of the needs of 
the cattle producer, from the standpoint 
of the general economy not only of mil
lions of our farmers, but also of the vast 
areas of our country where they live, I 
regard it as an absolute necessity that 
this amendment, which would put a floor 
under the value of live cattle on the hoof 
for the benefit of the producer, be adopt
ed by the Congress and made a part of 
the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
time for a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator yields time from his own time 
for a quorum call. 

Mr. AIKEN. I believe I have an hour's 
time. I reserve 10 minutes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the Secretary will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson · 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 

Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 

Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen · 
Douglas 

Duff Kefauver 
Dworshak Kennedy 
Ellender Kerr 
Ervin Knowland 
Ferguson Kuchel 
Fulbright Langer 
George Lennon 
Goldwater Long 
Gore Magnuson 
Green Malone 
Hendrickson Mansfield 
Hennings Martin 
Hickenlooper Maybank 
Hill McCartl•V 
Holland McClellan 
Humphrey Millikin 
Ives Monroney 
J ackson Morse 
Jenner Mundt 
Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Johnston, S.C. Pastore 

Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDINU OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

ANNOUNCEMENT AS TO THE LEGIS
LATIVE PROGRAM, THE CALL OF 
THE CALENDAR, AND ORDER FOR 
RECESS UNTIL 10 O'CLOCK TO
MORROW 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to speak for not to exceed 
2 minutes, in order that I may make 
a statement with reference to the pro
gram for this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from California may pro
ceed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If and when we 
complete consideration of the agricul
tural bill-and I hope that may be 
around 6: 30 this evening-I shall pro
ceed to set as the unfinished business 
·of the Senate Calendar No. 1720, S. 3706, 
a bill to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950, to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist infiltrated organizations, 
and for other purposes. 

After that bill has been made the un
finished business of the Senate, it will 
not be my purpose to have the Senate 
proceed with its consideration, but to 
proceed immediately to the call of the 
calendar for the consideration of bills 
to which there is no objection. 

I ask unanimous consent that when 
the calendar is called the call begin at 
the point where the last call was con
cluded, and proceed from that point. 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
end of the calendar is reached the old 
bills on the calendar, which have already 
been called at least once and passed over, 
again be called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, it 
is my plan to have the Senate remain 
in session until 10 o'clock this evening. 
If consideration of the agricultural bill 
is concluded by 6:30, bills on the cal
endar will be considered until 10 o'clock. 
If consideration of the agricultural bill 
.is finished at 8 o'clock, there will be 
approximately 2 hours for the call of 
the calendar. The time spent this even
ing on the call of the calendar will de,-. 
pend on when we conclude consideration 
of the agricultural bill. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. As the distin· 

guished majority leader well knows, the 
Senate has the heaviest calendar it has 
had in many years. I suggest that we 
lay down some ground rules with respect 
to the call of the calendar. I suggest 
that we hew strictly to the spirit of the 
rule which governs the .call of the cal
endar. By doing so, we shall get along 
with the call of the calendar in an expe
ditious manner. If we violate the spirit 
of the rule, and call up bills out of order, 
for example, we shall run into trouble. 

Mr. KNOWLAND; I hope that the 
calendar committees, who will have that 
situation ·in their hands, will follow the 
suggestion of the Senator from New 
Jersey with respect to ground rules. If 
a Senator asks that a bill go to the foot 
of the calendar, in the event he is called 
away, or if a Senator cannot be present, 
I do not believe he should ask that it be 
taken up out of order, because that is a 
little hard on other Senators who are 
present. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from New Jersey subscribes to that view. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I may say also that 
we intend to have the Senate convene 
at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its labors this evening it 
stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomor
row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I understanci the distinguished 
majority leader plans to have the Sen
ate continue in session until 10 o'clock 
tonight. Is that correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. If the call of the 

calendar is not finished by 10 o'clock 
this evening, is it the majority leader's 
intention to start at 10 o'clock in the 
morning with the call of the calendar 
and conclude it tomorrow? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. I hope to 
have the call of the calendar begin at 
10 o'clock in the morning, perhaps after 
a brief morning hour, under the usual 
2-minute limitations on speeches, and to 
conclude the call of the calendar tomor
row. 

Mr. SMATHERS. After the consider
ation of the new bills on the calendar is 
concluded, is it planned then to take up 
the old bi~ls? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. SMATHERS. And proceed with 

the call of the calendar until it is finally 
concluded? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. My question may 

not be strictly in line with the majority 
leader's statement. I understand he iS 
outlining the procedure with reference 
to the call of the calendar. Has the 
Senator from California scheduled any 
time within the foreseeable future with 
reference to the .consi<}eration of Calen-

dar No. 2249, H. R. 7840, a biil to amend 
the Railroad Retirement Act? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that the policy 
committee has taken the position that 
until there has been a call of the calen
dar, and we can determine what bills are 
to be passed on the call of the calendar, 
aside from the high priority measures 
which I have already mentioned, and 
with which I . know the Senator is fa
miliar, it would not schedule the con
sideration of other bills. 

After the calendar has been called, I 
expect to have the policy committee 
make certain recommendations to the 
Senate, which I shall communicate im
mediately to the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will say 

for the information of the Senator from 
Minnesota that earlier in the day the 
minority leader talked with the chair
man of the policy committee, and he has 

··planned a discussion with the distin
guished majority leader about the pro
posed legislation in which the Senator 
from Minnesota is interested. The bill 
referred to passed the House unanimous
ly, and it has been reported by the com
mittee to the Senate with only one vote 
against it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the ma
jority leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 

should like to inquire of the majority 
leader whether he has any plans for tak
ing up the pay-increase bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. My answer is pre
-cisely the same as the one I gave to the 
Senator from Minnesota. We shall 
schedule no further bills until the call 
of the calendar is completed and we 
know what has been passed on the call 
·of the calendar. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a sta
ble, prosperous, and free agriculture, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETTL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
·question ·is on the amendment offered 
by the senior Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. KERR] for himself and the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRO
NEYJ. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to address a question to 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. It 
is my understanding that it was the in
tention of the committee that the incen
tive payment features of the Nationai 
Wool Act of 1954, which is title VII of 
this bill, should be applied retroactively 
t~ include marketings of shorn wool and 
moha'ir beginning April 1, 1954. Is that 
correct_? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 
Mr. BARRETT. · I should like to ask 

the disti~uished chairman if it is not 

recognized· that · in the case of pulled 
wool the support cannot be made retro
active as payment to the puller of sheep 
and lambs already marketed and would 
not be reflected back to the producer of 
the live animals. Likewise, it would 
not be practical to make payments on 
past marketings of sheep and lambs, as 
there would be no way of adequately es
tablishing a record of ownership in such 
transactions. I ask if it is not the inten
tion of the committee, with respect to 
pulled wool, that the support will not be 
retroactive to April 1 and will be under
taken only with respect to future trans~ 
actions. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 
. It is my understanding that it would 
b~ impossible to determine who the pro
ducer of the wool was if this provision 
were made retroactive in regard to pulled 
wool. The result would be that some 
processor would get a windfall and the 
man who originally produced the wool 
would get nothing. . · 

Mr. BARRE'IT. I thank the distin.:. 
guished chairman. That is my under
standi~g also. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am op
posed to the . amendment offered by the 
Senator from Ol.dahoma. The Senate 
has perennially voted against such a pro
posal, and I hope it will again do so. I 
do not believe the Government should go 
into the live cattle business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
_question is on agreeing to the amend~ 
ment offered by the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] for himself and 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr~ 
MONROUEY] to ·the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from Vermont 
·[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. · 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] and 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS] would each vote "nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Mississippi ·[Mr. EAST
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL
LETTE], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN]; the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN], and the ·sena:. 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 23! 
_nays 62, as follows: 

Clements 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Hennings 
Hill 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnson, Colo. 

YEft..S-23 
Johnston, S.C. McCarthy 
Kefauver Monroney 
Kerr Morse · 
Langer Murray 
Long Neely 
Magnuson Russell 
Mansfield. Symington 
May bank 
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Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
B::!all 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dlrlcsen 
Douglas 
Duff 

NAYS-62 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Qeorge 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Green 
Hendrickson_ 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kennedy 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Lennon 
Malone 
Martin 
McClellan 
Millikin 

Mundt 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Sal tonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-11 
Bridges Frear 
Chavez Gillette 
Eastland Hayden 
Flanders Kilgore 

Lehman 
McCarran 
Sparkman 

So the amendment offered by Mr. KERR 
for himself and Mr. MoNRONEY to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the Kerr amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move to lay on 
the table the motion of the Senator from 
Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, on be..: 
half of the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. YouNG], the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER], and myself, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 19, in the 
committee amendment after the period 
in line 11, it is proposed to add a new 
paragraph, as follows: 

Strategic materials acquired by the Com
modity Credit Corporation under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection shall be transferred 
to the national stockpile established pursu
ant to the act of June 7, 1939, as amended, 
and the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
be reimbursed for the value of the com
modities bartered for such strategic materials 
from funds appropriated pursuant to section 
8 of such act of June 7, 1939, as amended. 
For the purpose of such reimbursement, the 
value of any commodity so bartered shall be 
the lower of the domestic market price or the 
Commodity Credit Corporation's investment 
therein as of the date of such barter, as de
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the 
amendment, which speaks for itself, is a 
simple one. I have discussed it with my 
colleagues on the committee and with the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
t ee. 

In brief, it provides that the Com
modity Credit Corporation shall be re
Imbursed for the value of its surplus com
modities which are used in bartering 
abroad to secure materials and other sup
plies for the national stockpile program. 
It means that we shall recapture for the 

C-876 

Comniodity Credit Corporation the ·value 
of the materials which are bartered for 
defense supplies. It means that we shall 
be engaged in trying to encourage ·the 
disposal of surpluses. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation will then have a very 
vital interest in the program, because it 
will be reimbursed for the value of the 
supplies which are so bartered. 

I shall not detain the Senate longer, 
because the chairman has stated to me 
that he has no objection to the amend
ment. Unless there be objection to the 
amendment, I see no reason to detain the 
Senate by making a further explanation. 

Mr. AIKEN. At the moment, I have 
no objection to the amendment, unless 
it should be found that it is in conflict 
with other provisions of the law. In that 
caEe, an adjustment would have to be 
made. 
· Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it proper that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
should be reimbursed for its holdings or 
for its commodities which are traded 
with foreign countries for other com
modities which are to be transferred to 
the national stockpile. 

Mr. MUNDT. The chairman is cor
rect. He and I have discussed the 
amendment, and we have also discussed 
it with some of the staff members of 
other committees. Since there are now 
3 or 4 different legislative measures, all 
looking in the same direction, we are in 
agreement that some formula should be 
evolved for taking care of ·the foreign 
transactions. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Argentina increased its 

wheat exports this year from 9 million 
bushels to 81 million bushels. This was 
accomplished mostly by barter deals. 

I think there is a great opportunity for 
the United States to barter many of its 
surplus commodities for strategic war 
materials. To me, it seems very foolish 
foJ the Unit~d States to spend dollars for 
strategic war materials, when we can 
just as well trade off surpluses. In my 
opinion, such an amendment as has been 
offered would greatly encourage more 
barter deals. As I recall, Congress this 
year appropriated $300 million to buy 
strategic war materials. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct. 
Every dollar saved by bartering and re
imbursing the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration would be a saving to the Ameri
can taxpayer. I feel certain that this is 
the kind of amendment which the Sen
ate and Congress as a whole will en
thusiastically support. 

The PRESIDING OF'FICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MuNDT] for himself and 
other Senators to the committee amend
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment · 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator desire to have the entire 
amendment read? 

· Mr. TitYE: I believe it would en
lighten the entire membership if the 
amendment were read. The language of 
the amendment is identical with the lan
guage in the House bill. I propose to 
offer it as an amendment to the Senate 
bill. I believe it speaks for itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add a new title, 
as follows: 

TITLE VIIl-DAmY PRODUCTS 

SEc. 801. The production and use of abun
dant supplies of high quality milk and dairy 
products are essential to the health and 
general welfare of the Nation; a dependable 
domestic source of supply of these foods in 
the form of high grade dairy herds and mod
ern, sanitary dairy equipment is important 
to the national defense; and an economically 
sound dairy industry affects beneficially the 
economy of the country as a whole. It is the 
policy of Congress to assure a stabilized an
nual production of adequate supplies of milk 
and dairy products; to promote the increased 
use of these essential foods; to improve the 
domestic source of supply of milk and but
terfat by encouraging dairy farmers to de
velop efficient production units consisting 
of high-grade, disease-free cattle and modern 
sanitary equipment; and to stabilize the 
economy of dairy farmers at a level which 
will provide a fair return for their labor and 
investment when compared with the cost of 
things that farmers buy. 

SEc. 802. In order to prevent the accumu
lation of excessive inventories of dairy prod
ucts the Secretary of Agriculture shall im
mediately undertake domestic disposal pro
grams under authorities granted in the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 and the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, or as · 
otherwise authorized by law. 

SEc. 803. Title II of the Agricultural Act of 
1'949, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

"SEc. 202. As a means of increasing the 
utilization of dairy products, upon the cer
tification that the usual quantities of dairy 
products have been purchased in the normal 
channels of trade-

"(a) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall make available to the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs at warehouses where dairy 
products are stored, such dairy products ac
quired under price-support programs as the 
Administrator certifies that he requires in 
order to provide butter and cheese and other 
dairy products as a part of the ration in hos
pitals under his jurisdiction. The Adminis
trator shall report monthly to the Commit
tees on Agriculture of the Senate and House 
of Representatives and the Secretary of Agri
culture the amount of dairy products used 
under this subsection. 

"(b) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall malce available to the S:Jcretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, at ware
houses where dairy products are stored, 
such dairy products acquired under price-

• support programs as each Secretary certifies 
that he requires in order to provide butter 
and cheese and other dairy products as a 
part of the ration of the Army, Navy, or 
Air Force, and as a part of the ration in hos
pitals under his jurisdiction. The Secre
taries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
shall report monthly to the Committees on 
Agriculture of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of Agri
culture the amount of dairy products used 
under this subsection. 

"(c) Dairy products made available under 
this section shall be made available without 
charge, except that the appropriate Secre
tary or the Administrator of Vetzrans' Af
fairs shall pay the Commodity Credit Cor
poration the costs of packaging incurred in 
making such proc;lu:ts so available. 
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"(d) The obligation of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to make d airy products 
available pursuant to the above shall be 
limited to dairy products acquired by the 
Corporation through price-support opera
tion and not disposed of under provisions 
(1} and (2) of section 416 of this act, as 
amended." 

SEc. 804. For the purpose of assisting pri
vate trade channels in the development and 
expansion of foreign markets for United 
States dairy products , the Secretary is au
thorized, notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, to enter into commitments 
and contracts for periods of not to exceed 
5 years for the sale of such products. 

SEc. 805. As a means of stabilizing the 
dairy industry and further suppressing and 
eradicating brucellosis in cattle the Secre
tary is authorized to transfer not to exceed 
$15 million annually for a period of 2 years 
from funds available to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to the appropriation 
item "Plant and Animal Disease and Pest 
Control" in the Department of Agriculture 
Appropriation Act, 1955, for the purpose of 
increasing to not to exceed $50 per head of 
cattle the amount of the indemnities paid 
by the Federal Government for cattle de
stroyed because of brucellosis in connection 
with cooperative control and eradica tion 
programs for such disease in cattle entered 
into by the Secretary under the authority of 
the Act of May 29, 1884, as amended, for the 
purpose of increasing the number of such 
indemnities, and for the purpose of defray
ing any additional administrative expenses 
in connection therewith. 

SEc. 806. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
directed to make a study of the various 
methods of production control and of the 
various methods of price support which 
could be made applicable to milk and 
butterfat and their products, including 
programs to be operated and financed by 
dairymen; and to submit to Congress on or 
before the 3d day of January 1955, a de
tailed report thereof showing among other 
things the probable costs and effects of each 
type of · operation studied and the legisla
tion, if any, needed to put it into effect. 
The purpose of the study and report is to 
develop basic material which can be used 
by Congress in formulating an improved 
agricultural program for milk and but terfat 
and their products. Alternative programs 
are to be submitted for consideration by 
Congress and for possible submission to a 
referendum of dairy farmers. The Secre
tary may conduct such hearings and receive 
such statements and briefs in connection 
with such study as he deems appropriate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator state how much time he 
desires to yield to himself? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I yield my
self 10 minutes. I doubt whether I shall 
use that much time. 

The amendment I offer would not 
affect the price-support question in any 
manner. The amendment would broad
en the opportunity not only of the Com
modity Credit Corporation but of the 
Department of Agriculture, to make use 
of surplus dairy products by making 
them available to the armed services, 
thereby increasing the amount of dairy 
products that would be available to sol
diers and veterans' hospitals. 

There is in the amendment a provision 
for a study on the part of the Depart
ment of Agriculture. I think such a 
study is vitally necessary if we are to 
develop a constructive and far-reaching 
program in the future. 

The other important provision of the 
Mnendment is the one referring to bru-

cellosis eradication, by which it is hoped 
to improve the health condition of dairy 
herds. By eliminating the disease and 
by eradicating the diseased animal, 
greater health will be brought about in
sofar as even the consuming public is 
concerned. 

Secondly, every animal which is taken 
out of the market under the eradication 
program will contribute to lessening the 
number of dairy cows to be milked. 

In general, the amendment contains 
the identical language of the House bill 
which the House approved. I repeat 
that it does not involve price supports 
in any manner. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the 
amendment can be included in the com
mittee bill because the committee bill is 
silent on this question. One reason why 
the bill which wa.s reported by the com
mittee is silent on this feature is that 
it had been fully anticipated that the 
House bill would be adopted in place of 
the Senate bill. However, the Senate 
bill now has been amended, and it is 
my understanding that it is proposed to 
strike out everything after the enacting 
clause of the House bill and substitute· 
the Senate language. It is for that rea
son that I am desirous of having the 
amendment written into the Senate bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
tr ... e Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understood that 
the sum of $50 million was to be taken 
from a particular fund. 

Mr. THYE. No; that is not provided in 
the amendment. The only sum involved 
is $15 million. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is the figure $15 mil
lion? 

Mr. THYE. Fifteen million dollars for 
the eradication of brucellosis. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would such a fund 
be provided by a separate appropria
tion, or would it come from funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. THYE. The money for the eradi
cation of brucellosis would come from 
separate funds. They would not come 
out of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would there be a 
separate appropriation for that purpose? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, I should like to ask if 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
f rom Minnesota does not authorize tak
ing the $15 million from Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds. 

Mr. THYE. The clerk advises me that 
the money would be taken out of Com
modity Credit Corporation funds for the 
next two years. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the amend
ment under discussion be the authority 
for taking such funds? 

Mr. THYE. The amendment would 
provide such authority. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the $15 mil
lion be used exclusively to eradicate bru
cellosis? 

Mr. THYE. That is true. Federal 
funds would be matched by State funds 
in the indemnity payments for the con
demned animals found to be affected by 
brucellosis. The condemned animals 
would be sent to the slaughter yards, 

and the Federal Government would pay 
a certain amount on purebreds, so much 
on grade cattle, and so forth. That has 
been the customary procedure. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, the 
funds would be utilized in the same man
ner as the funds which Congress now 
appropriates for that purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. THYE. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does my colleague's 

amendment, which has been taken from 
the bill passed by the House of Repre
sentatives, include language which would 
permit adequate disposal of the surpluses 
of butter and butterfat products through 
any means other than to the armed 
services and public institutions? 

Mr. THYE. I can reply best to that 
question by reading a portion of the 
report on House bill 9680. · 

The amendment "directs the Secretary 
of Agriculture to use to the fullest extent 
:rossible existing authority to dispose of 
inventories of dairy products for do
mestic consumption. The Secretary has 
broad authority under existing law to 
undertake many types of disposal pro
grams. Many of these programs require 
the cooperation and assistance of State 
and local governmental or private agen
cies, and this provision is intended, 
among other things, to direct the Secre
tary to use every practicable means to 
enlist such necessary cooperation and 
assistance from these agencies in order 
to make possible such disposaf pro
grams." 

The amendment "authorizes the Sec
retaries of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and the Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs, to requisition from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation without 
charge, except for packaging and trans
portation, surplus dairy products ac
quired pursuant to the price-support 
program, for the purpose of augmenting 
the diet of personnel in the armed serv
ices and in hospitals operated by the 
armed services or the Veterans' Admin
istration. It is made clear that the dairy 
products so donated must be in addi
tion to continued purchase of the usual 
quantities of dairy products by the armed 
services and the Veterans' Adminis
tration." 

I believe "that members of the armed 
services should receive more dairy prod
ucts in their diets." 

The amendment "provides the author
ity for opening up an entirely new field 
of profitable export sale of American 
dairy products, and one which may de
velop into a market of considerable im
portance. Under recently developed 
processes, it is possible to process whole 
milk into nonfat milk powder and but
ter oil, or into other constituent prod
ucts, and later recombine these products 
with water to produce a fluid-milk prod
uct that compares very favorably-par
ticularly in parts of the world where 
modern dairy plants and milk-handling 
methods are relatively unknown-with 
fresh fluid milk." 

That outlines the important part of 
the amendment, in my humble opinion, 
because the amendment will open up 
marl{ets such as in Pakistan and other 
areas of the world where there is a deft-
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cit of dairy products and where tliere is 
malnutrition, especially insofar as chn-· 
dren are concerned. 

So the amendment will permit ·us to 
send to those areas condensed and pow
dered milk, thus eliminating the heavy 
freight, with attendant large transpor
tation costs; and when the powdered or 
condensed products reach those coun
tries the products can be reconstituted 
in plants which can be erected in those 
countries. 

I also understand ''that there are al
ready in operation in a few parts of the 
world such milk recombining plants 
which are now operating profita'Qly 
using milk powder and butter oil pur
chased from commercial sources in the 
United States." 

I also understand "that with some en
couragement from the Government, pri
vate industry is willing to construct and 
operate a number of similar plants in 
other parts of the world. 

"The type of assistance which has 
been proposed to the committee as of 
possibly the most value to the private in
dustry interested in the construction of 
these plants, would be a contract with 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
which would assure the plant of a sup
ply of milk powder and butter oil for a 
relatively long period of time in the fu
ture and which would, at the same time, 
offer such commodities at a slight reduc
tion below the going commercial price 
with the agreement that the saving in 
cost of raw material should be applied to 
amortization of the plant." 

Mr. President, I could read further 
from the report of the House committee, 
but I think I have covered the main 
points in connection with what we are 
endeavoring to do. 

I think the amendment is a perfectly 
sound one; and the House of Repre
sentatives must have thought so, because 
the ·House adopted the amendment. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge that 
the Senate adopt the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let 
me say to my colleague that I agree with 
him that the amendment provides a 
means of disposing, both at home and 
abroad, of our surpluses of dairy 
products. 

Furthermore, let me say that, of 
course, the provisions in regard to bru
cellosis are much needed and will con
tribute to a much better dairy industry. 

Mr. THYE. In regard to brucellosis, 
let me say that a year ago there was an 
appropriation for that part of the pro
gram ; and in this year's bill there is a 
similar appropriation. So this amend
ment will merely augment or follow up 
that program. 

Mr. President, I think this amendment 
is a perfectly sound one. I do not wish 
to press the point any further, and I do 
not wish to request the yeas and nays 
unless the chairman of the committee 
intends to oppose the amendment. But 
1f he can see fit to accept the amend
ment, then I should like to bring my 
discussion to a close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I yield my
self an additional 5 minutes, so that I 
may answer any questions the Senator 
from Louisiana may wish to ask. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized· 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President-
Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 

from Louisiana for a question. 
Mr. ELLENDER. In reading the 

amendment, I notice that the Com
modity Credit Corporation is empowered 
to store such dairy products in ware
houses near the veterans' hospitals and 
also at facilities near Army, Navy, and 
Air Force installations; and then the 
amendment contains a provision that the 
dairy products which are so stored shall 
be made available without charge. Are 
we to understand that all the products 
which are made available to the Army, 
Navy, and the Air Force, as well as to 
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, 
will be gifts to those departments of the 
Government? 

Mr. THYE. They would be, when 
over and above the amounts those agen
cies now are regularly purchasing as a 
part of their commissary purchases. In 
other words, my experience with the 
Army camps has been that for a certain 
number of men, a bottle of milk or a 
carton of mille would be available; and 
if the men used the milk on their break
fast food, they would have no milk to 
drink; or if they drank the milk, they 
would have to eat their breakfast food 
dry. 

Therefore, rather than have the dairy 
products which are in storage possibly 
deteriorate, I propose that they be made 
available to those who serve in the 
Armed Forces, so that, within reason. 
they will be able to have all the milk 
they may wish to use. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thought that our 
men in the armed services were well fed. 

Mr. THYE. They are; but this amend
ment would also be available in connec
tion with providing them with an ade
quate diet. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the amend
ment result in a charge against the Com
modity Credit CorpoTation? 

Mr. THYE. Yes; just as was done 
when we sold, for 3% cents a pound, to 
the commercial-feed mixers or feed 
dealers, powdered milk which cost the 
Commodity Credit Corporation 14 or 16 
cents a pound. 

Mr: ELLENDER. Has the Senator 
from Minnesota any idea of the amount 
of milk and butter which would be dis
posed of in that way? 

Mr. THYE. I have no way of telling 
that; but the Commodity Credit Cor
poration could fit in the operations under 
this amendment with their handling of 
the existing surplus which we recognize 
is threatened with deterioration. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In addition to mak
ing this gift to these departments, I 
understand that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation would have to pay for the 
freight, packaging, and so forth. 

Mr. THYE. No; that is not the c~se. 
The report of the House Committee on 

Agriculture on House bill9680 states that 
this would authorize "the Secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to 
requisition from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation without charge, except for 
packaging and transportation, surplus 
dairy products acquired pursuant to the 
price-support program, for the purpose 
of augmenting the diet of personnel in 
the armed services and in hospitals op
erated by the armed services or the Vet
erans' Administration." 

That is the language of the House 
committee report in regard to the 
corresponding provisions of the bill 
which was passed by the House of 
Represen ta ti ves. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. TJ;IYE. Yes; and, Mr. President, 
I now yield myself an additional 5 min
utes, so that I may have time in which 
to answer the question of the Senator 
from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, Mr. Presi
dent, I am interested in the suggestion 
made by means of the amendment. 
However, one of the points which occurs 
to me and which seems to me to be 
highly questionable, is why the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota prefers 
to have the amounts of dairy products 
which . will go to the .armed services and 
the Veterans' Administration charged to 
the agricultural income of the Nation, 
rather than paid for by the appropria
tions for the armed services and for the 
Veterans' Administration. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I can an
swer, because in the first instance the 
object is to supplement what the Quar
termaster is already purchasing as a 
part of the troops' regular diet. It is to 
make additional milk available to the 
Armed Forces and to the veterans' hos
pitals and any other hospitals operated 
and controlled by the Arm:ed Forces. In
stead of permitting this product to de
teriorate and go to waste or provide addi
tional and further windfalls for the com
mercial feed mixer, we are going to try 
to put it where it can be used. We can 
either appropriate the money to the mili
tary authorities to buy the milk, or we 
can let the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion make it available to supply and sup
plement what the Quartermaster fur
nishes the troops. By making available 
more of the dairy products of which the 
Commodity Credit already has a surplus 
the surplus may be consumed. We have 
heard a great deal of discussion to the 
effect that these surplus dairy products 
may deteriorate. I think the proposal is 
perfectly sound. The House must have 
thought so, or it would never have put 
the provision in the bill and approved 
the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. THYE. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I have great respect 

for t he House, and also for the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, but it 
st ill seems to me that if these dairy prod
ucts are useful to the defense agencies 
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and their personnel and to the Veterans' 
Administration and the personnel of" 
whom they have charge, thos~ agencies 
should pay for them. It ~s not fair to 
agriculture to have the expense of this 
program charged to the agricultural sup
port program. 

Further, it seems to me a complete 
answer to the Senator's suggestion that 
this subject will be in conference, any
way. It is in the House bill, and if we 
voted it in the form which the Senator 
suggests, which is copied out of the House 
bill, it would not be in conference. The 
amendment involves a huge outlay of 
funds from the agricultural support pro
gram for the benefit of other agencies, 
which certainly should stand upon their 
own feet. It involves the appropriation 
of $15 million a year for 2 years out of 
Commodity Credit funds for the per
formance of a task which is properly the 
task of the Bureau of Animal Industry. 
It seems to the Senator from Florida 
that, with all good motives, this program 
is highly questionable, and that it would 
be best to leave it in conference so that 
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. THYE], who will be one of the 
conferees, with others, can arrive at a 
fair program in this field; but without 
charging the cost to the agricultural sup
port program. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. THYE. I renew my plea that the 

chairman accept this amendment and 
take it to conference. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President-
Mr. ELLENDER. It would not be in 

conference if we adopted the same lan
guage as the House has approved. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the bru
cellosis program is not mentioned in the 
Senate bilL I most certainly am anxious 
that the Senate take action on this ques
tion, because the Senate has been con
tinuously talking about too many dairy 
cows. There are diseased animals, and 
we can eradicate the disease only by 
finding the animals, condemning them, 
and sending them off to the slaughter 
yard. If the House thought well enough 
of this provision in the act to approve it; 
I believe it should appear in the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator 
from Florida has just pointed out, if the 
Senate does not take action at all and 
the House has the provision in its own 
bill, and substituted the Senate Com
mittee amendments for the House bill, 
the entire subject will be in conference 
and we can then consider it. · 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I must say 
to the Senator that if we are talking 
about dairy products deteriorating be
cause they are in surplus, if we are offer
ing to the commercial feed mixer good, 
edible powder that has cost the United 
States Government anywhere from 14 to 
16 cents, at 3% cents a pound, to be used 
both as poultry and hog feed and in 
other types of feed mix, such as feed for 
turkeys-! think we can afford to put a 
little money into the milk to put it on 
the table of the soldier. 

I have received any number of letters 
from parents in which they say their 
soldier sons complain, "I am not getting 
enough dairy products in my diet." 

The money must be appropriated, 
whether it is for the quartermaster or 
whether it is made available to the De
partment of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? -

Mr. THYE. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I notice the Senator 

would appropriate-that is what it 
amounts to--

Mr. THYE. Indeed it does. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator would 

appropriate $15 million a year for each 
of 2 years, for speeding up the campaign 
against Bang's disease. Is it not true 
that in connection with every commod
ity handled by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, there are numerous prob
lems, such as the elimination of diseases 
or pests or of other injurious situations, 
which are looked after by various other 
agencies of the Government? If the 
Congress once commits the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to the handling of 
all of those programs, we shall indeed be 
on most dangerous ground. 

It seems to the Senator from Florida 
that that would necessarily follow. Does 
the Senator suggest that we shall now 
enter into the financing of all of those 
control and eradication programs from 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration instead of by ordinary appro
priations from the general revenue 
funds of the Government? 

Mr. THYE. The Department of Agri
culture has ·repeatedly stated that there 
are too many dairy cattle, that there is. 
too great dairy production. Here is a 
diseased animal that can in every sense 
contaminate the health of man, because 
if man handles such an animal in the 
normal process of milking, he can con
tract undulant fever, and anyone af
flicted with undulant fever is certainly 
a very ill person. 

In this particular instance we are 
going one step farther by trying to erad
icate more cattle than the brucellosis 
program has been eradicating in pre
vious years. That is what is involved 
in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs: 
BowRING in the chair) . The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, I yield 
myself an additional 5 minutes in order 
that I may properly reply to the distin
guished Senator from Florida. 

. This is a health measure as well as a 
means for making dairy products avail
able to our soldiers in the quantities they 
desire, because my mail indicates from 
time to time that the soldier is not get
ting enough dairy products. 

The other point is that we are taking 
a step to speed up through the Depart
ment of Agriculture the eradication of 
diseased cattle which can well transmit 
disease to man. That is what is em
bodied in this amendment. The House 
thought well of it. I think it a good 
amendment. I have presented it to the 
Senate. I regret that I have taken as 
much time as I have. · I do not wish to 
press it any further. 

Madam President, I request the yeas 
and nays, and I hope I may have the 
privilege of the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays are requested. Is the re
quest sufficiently seconded? . 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President
Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has control of 
the time. 

Mr. AIKEN. I shall yield whatever 
time the Senator from New Mexico may 
need. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
in this particular instance I think the 
Senator from Minnesota is proposing 
something which many of us would nor
mally wish to support. t looked at the 
proposed amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota a while ago and thought 
the things he was proposing were things 
which ought to be considered by the con
ferees, and I so told him. However, I 
realize now that if . this language is 
adopted, it exactly follows the House 
language, and therefore the possibility 
of conference is foreclosed. The lan
guage adopted by the Senate would be 
the very language adopted by the House, 
if we agreed to the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota, so there would 
be no possibility of conferring over it. 
However, if we do not adopt the amend
ment, the language will be considered in 
conference. 

The conferees on the Republican side 
will be the very able chairman of the 
committee, the. Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN], ·the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YouNG], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. THYEJ, and other Sen
ators; while on the Democratic side the 
conferees will be headed by the able Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON], and other Senators. 

Those Senators are familiar with the 
problem, and I am sure they can con
sider it in a sensible fashion. I think 
it would be a shame if we were to tie 
the hands of the conferees by adopting 
exactly the House language. I am en
tirely willing to leave this subject in the 
hands of the able Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER] and the other able 
Senators. I think Senators on the 
other side should be willing to leave it 
in the hands of the Republican con
ferees, headed by the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AIKEN], and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]. 

It seems to me there are many things 
· proposed here which are worth while, 
but the point made by the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] is .very im
portant. Are we going to charge 
against the farm program again the cost 
of supplying food for members of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. Are we go
ing to say that the ration in the hospitals 
must be increased by use of this food. 
and charge it to the farm program? I 
do not believe so. 

The brucellosis campaign is a worthy 
campaign. It should be charged to the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, which is 
where the charge belongs. The appro
priations are made for that Bureau. 

I sympathize with what the Senator 
from Minnesota is attempting to do, and 
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I commend him for it, but I believe it 
would be extremely unfortunate if the 
Senate were to adopt the identical lan
guage the House adopted, thereby pre
venting the possibility of this language 
going to conference. I think it would 
be far wiser to follow the suggestion · of 
the chairman of the committee, the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and 
the ranking member on the Democratic 
side, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], and let the matter go to con
ference, as will be the case if this lan
guage is not adopted, in order that there 
may be a full conference on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
should like to accept the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota, because I 
know how keenly he feels on behalf of the 
dairy people of his Etate, and how whole
heartedly he represents their interests, 
but his amendment is rather extensive. 
It is taken from the House bill. It has 
some things in it which I am inclined to 
think are good. It has 1 or 2 things in 
it which I do not think are so good. 

As has been pointed cut, the entire 
amendment will be consid€red in confer
ence if we take no action on it now. If 
we should approve it, then no part of it, 
either good or bad, would. be considered 
in conference, because t-he wording 
would be identical with that adopted 
by the House. 

I am sorry I cannot agree to support 
the amendment which the Senator from 
Minnesota has offered, much as I should 
like to do that for him. 

Mr. THYE. Madam PrE:sident, may I 
inquire as to how much time I still have 
on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OF'FICER. The 
Senator has 30 minutes. 

Mr. THYE. I yield as much time as 
is desired to the distingui~:;hed Senator 
from Wisc0nsin [Mr. WILEY]. 

Mr. WILEY. Mad9-m President, I 
have listened to the reading of the pro
posed amendment. I have listened to 
the objections. We have had road
blocks thrown up against the solution of 
the dairy problem. The argument we 
have hearJ on tht floor Is that a surplus 
of dairy products created the problem. 
We know that we really do not have a 
surplus; that what we seem to· be lack
ing in is the power to distribute. 

We know that during the war we 
shipped powdered milk overseas. We 
know that we had big mixing machines, 
some of which were bui.lt in my own 
State, which were used in this connec
tion. If we listen to the radio or tele
vision programs, we find that today cer
tain folks are selling powdered milk and 
can tell us how to mix ir, without the 
fat content. They tell us it produces .a 
wonderful drink after it is put in the 
ice box. 

A few years age we had a debate on 
the floor of the Senate with relation to 
oleomargarine. The prophecy that was 
made then has come to pass. Oleo
margarine has taken o•.rcr about 60 per
cent of the spread market, and has 
taken it away from the dairyman. The 
result is that we have stored in the dairy 
States not only butter and cheese, but 
powdered milk. 

The distinguished Senator from Min
nesota has proposed a plan whereby 
certain people are to receive the benefit 
of our finest foods. The cow has been 
called the "mother of the race." We are 
talking about putting up $15 million as a 
roadblock against giving our boys an 
adequate milk supply-or let us say 
cheese-or let us say butter. 

Instead of that, it is contended we 
should give them oleomargarine, and let 
them drink other things they can get in 
cans. But we r.re not supposed to give 
them milk, which is surplu.5. I think it 
is perfect nonsense. 

As I have listened to the discussion of 
this amendment there has been preached 
a sermon to all who will listen. This 
sermon says "America is blessed with a 
surplus.'' 

We are calling it a curse. If we suf
fered from a scarcity of these products, 
it would be different, but we have been 
blessed with a surplus. However, we call 
it a curse, because we have not exercised 
enough intelligence to ascertain how to 
distribute it to the needy. 

In this city alone there are hundreds 
of children who need this food, but up 
to now we have not been able to evolve 
a distribution system. 

The senior Senator from Minnesota 
brings before us a challenge and says 
"Give this food to the boys in the service 
who do not receive an adequate supply 
of nature's greatest food." 

Madam President, I trust the Senate 
will speak in no uncertain terms. The 
House of Representatives has shown us 
the · way. The House has given us the 
green light on this subject. That is 
something we did not have in the debate 
heretofore in relation to the dairy inter
ests of the Middle West. The dairy in
terests of the other sections of this coun
try-where they do not need parity
have not stood by us at all. They have 
stabbed us in the back. They want to 
stab us again. 

We have an opportunity to show a 
little liberality and also to show that we 
are ready to think in terms of what the 
House has said on this subject. I think 
this language should be taken to confer
ence, so that there will be no argument 
over the subject. Let us have at least one 
item with respect to which the dairy 
interests of this country have not been 
turned down. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time, if the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] is willing to yield his time, in 
order that this question may come to a 
vote. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, if the 
Senator from Minnesota yields the rest 
of his time I will yield the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY rose. 
Mr. THYE. Madam President, my 

colleague from Minnesota is seeking to 
be recognized. 

I yield to my colleague from Minnesota 
3 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I will 
defer yielding back my time until the 
junior Senator from Minnesota has fin
ished speaking. I may desire some 
further time. 

Mr. THYE. Inasmuch as the junior 
Senator from Minnesota desires to speak, 
I yield to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield 5 minutes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam Presi

dent, among the arguments which have 
been made against the amendment pro
posed by the senior Senator from Minne
sota is the argument as to where the 
money will come from, not whether it 
will come from the taxpayers, from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, or from 
the Veterans' Administration, or from 
the armed services. From an accounting 
point of view, that is a good argument. 
It is another of the arguments which 
we frequently have over procedure. I 
am of the opinion that the American 
public is not interested in the procedural 
debates we have in this Chamber. They 
are interested in results and action. 

The senior Senator from Minnesota is . 
proposing an amendment which has al
ready been adopted by the House of 
Representatives. It is not as though it 
were something pulled out of thin air, 
and which had not been discussed fully 
in both the House of Representatives 
and discussed, at least in part, in the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

I think it is quite well understood that 
the provisions of the amendment, when 
discussed in the Senate committee, were 
looked upon with considerable favor. 
At least, we thought it was one of the 
items we would take up in conference, 
and possibly, with some modifications 
which have been suggested, could be 
made a part of the general agricultural 
bill. I should like to see the amendment 
made a part of the Senate bill so that it 
will be nailed down and not be lost. 

I do not think anyone in the Chamber 
would ·want to limit the activity of the 
Federal Government in the field of the 
control of brucellosis. Let us not "kid" 
ourselves as to where the money comes 
from. It comes from the Treasury of 
the United States; and the Treasury of 
the United States gets it from the peo- . 
ple. The argument about whether it 
comes from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Department of Labor, 
or the department of this or that has 
something to do with the general ac
counting of our Federal Government, 
but it does not have anything to do with 
the question of where the money comes 
from; namely, the taxpayers. 

The argument has been made again 
and again as to the pressing burden of 
the surplus of dairy products. The 
amendment of the Senator from Minne
sota does not do away with normal pur
chases in the market, in the trade areas. 
It does not interrupt normal purchases 
by the armed services or the Veterans' 
Administration. It is supplemental to 
what is already being purchased in the 
competitive open market. · 

It seems to me that this amendment 
offers some opportunity for certain ex
perimental activity overseas.· I have 
discussed with representatives of the 
dairy industry some of the proposals 
made to the Department of Agriculture. 
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I regret -that those proposals have gen
erally been rejected by the Department 
of Agriculture, but I happen to know 
that the proposal for the use of dried 
milk and the establishment of plants 
overseas, as suggested by my colleague, 
is a proposal which was advanced by 
the dairy industry itself as a way of 
utilizing the great abundance which is 
ours. 

The proposal came from the dairy in
dustry itself. The dairy industry wishes 
to have an opportunity to proceed to de
velop markets in areas where milk prod
ucts and butterfat are not a customary 
part of the diet. It takes time to develop 
such markets, and the help of our Gov
ernment may be required during the in-
terim period. · 

The way to meet these proposals is 
not by ducking them or trying to slide 
by on the basis of procedural tactics, but 
to meet them face to face. 

I commend my colleague for offering 
his amendment. The Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] made an ac
curate statement when he said that the 
issue is now directly before us to decide. 
whether we wish to take a constructive 
step in this Chamber and do something 
about a problem which has been exten
sively discussed. 

I am glad to join with my colleague. 
I commend him, and I shall support his 
amendment. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, we are 
placing our youth in the military forces. 
We have denied them the right to have 
all the milk they need in their diet. The 
milk which is placed on the tables will 
be supplemental to the diet which has 
been placed before the soldiers in the 
regular course of procedure. It will not 
replace what has been put into the sol
dieTs' diet heretofore. We can place 
this milk on the tables of the young men 
who are in the very flower of their life 
and who need the milk solids and the 
calcium to build their bodies. 

If this amendment is rejected, I shall 
vote "nay" on the entire bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
yield the remainder of my time: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. THYE] to the committee 
amendment. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. DANIEL (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair ·with 
the senior Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLANDJ. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 

that the Senator f:rom Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERs] and the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KNOWLANDJ are necessarily 
absent. 

If present r.nd voting, the Senator 
from Verm:lnt [Mr. FLANDERS] would 
vote "nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 

EAsTLAND]; the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCARRANJ, the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY], and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are nec
essarily absent. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCARRANJ would vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 56, as follows: 

::Jurke 
Case 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Hennings 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
George 

Chavez 
Daniel 
Eastland 
Flanders 

YEA8-30 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kefauver 
Langer 
Lehman 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 

NA78-56 

Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 
Neely 
Russell 
Symington 
Thye 
Upton 
Wiley 
Young 

Goldwater Maybank 
Gore McClellan 
Green Millikin 
Hayden Pastore 
Hendrickson Payne 
Hickenlooper Potter 
Hill Purtell 
Holland Reynolds 
Jenner Robertson 
Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Johnston, S.C. Schoeppel 
Kennedy Smathers 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Kilgore Smith, N.J. 
Kuchel Stennis 
Lennon Watkins 
Long Welker 
Malone Williams 
Martin 

NOT VOTING-10 

Frear 
Gillette 
Know land 
McCarran 

Monroney 
Sparkman 

So Mr. THYE's amendment to the com
mittee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. PAYNE. I moved to lay the mo
tion of the Senator from Vermont on· 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table. was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 
I offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 38, line 14~ 
before the word "no'', it is proposed to in
sert the following: "no price support 
shall be made available, through pay
ments, at a level in excess of 105 percent 
of the parity price for the commodity; 
and." 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
place a ceiling on the support price of 
wool as accomplished by the direct pay
ment alternative in the bill. There are 
two methods of support in the wool bill. 
The first method is 60 to 90 percent of 
parity loans, and/ or purchases, and the 
second is by direct payments from the 
Treasury. 

The purpose of the pending amend
ment: is to establish a ceiling of 105 per
cent of parity for payments made on 
wool. In the pending bill there are 

many commodities for which price sup
ports range from zero to 90 percent; on 
others the range is from 82% percent to 
90 percent, but in the case of wool the 
sky is the limit. 

The way the bill would operate is this: 
The Secretary of Agriculture would de
termine the price at which wool ~hould 
be sold in order for production to ap
proximate 360 million pounds a year. 
To do so the Secretary of Agriculture 
would confer with producers and ascer
tain from them the price at which suffi
cient incentive would exist, and at which 
they were willing to produce the neces
sary amount. If, for example, the 
price fixed should ·be 72 cents a pound, 
but the wool grower could market the 
wool for only 50 cents a pound, the Sec
retary would direct- that payments 
amounting to the difference between 50 
cents and 72 cents-that is, 22 cents per 
pound-be made. That money would 
be taken directly from the Treasury. 
The only limitation on the amounts of 
payments, as the bill now stands, is that 
total payments may not exceed an 
amount equal to 70 percent of the im
port duties which the tariff on wool 
produces. The payments could go sky 
high; t]J.e only limit as to how far they 
could go would be the amount of money 
to make them. 

Madam President, I believe that wool is 
a product deserving of and which should 
receive fair treatment. But it is not fair 
to limit the price supports on our basic 
commodities such as wheat, cotton, corn, 
and others to 90 percent, and then make 
the sky the limit insofar as wool is con
cerned. I think that is unfair. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sen- . 
ator from Georgia for a question. 

Mr. RUSSELL. As I understand the 
proposal as it affects wool, it is very 
similar to the provision in the bill which 
passed the Senate some time ago. The 
provision makes application of what is 
commonly known as the Brannan plan, 
or the plan which was advanced by 
former Secretary of Agriculture Bran
nan, embodying the making of cash pay
ments from the Treasury of the United 
States to the producers of wool in order 
to assure a fair price. Is that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana provides for 
105 percent of parity from payments to 
be made out of the Federal Treasury, 
and gathered from the taxpayers of the 
country. Is that ·correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The Senate has been 

considering for several days an agricul
tural bill. In the form in which the bill 
is at the present time, the producers of 
wheat would have a basic parity of 75 
percent guaranteed in 1956. The pro
ducers of cotton would have a basic 
parity pf 75 percent guaranteed under 
the loan system. The producers of other 
commodities will have variable parities. 
Senators representing the dairy farm
ers have had knocked down every pro
posal they have made, with the result 
that support price on dairy prices have 
been reduced to 75 percent of parity. 
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Why does the Senator from Louisiana 

think we should take from the Treasury · 
of the United States, from funds which 
will come into it by way of import duties, 
an amount sufficient to pay wool produc
ers 105 percent of parity, when other pro
ducers are being cut down? It seems to 
me it is rather discriminatory to provide 
105 percent of parity for producers of 
wool, to be paid out of the Treasury from 
funds received from import duties, when 
support prices have been cut down for 
the producers of wheat, corn, and cot
ton, and every effort to assist the dairy 
industry has been rebuffed and defeated 
on the floor of the Senate. Why is it 
necessary to take from the Treasury 
funds sufficient to pay the wool producer 
1Q5 percent of parity when, by vote of 
the Senate, we have cut down parity 
price supports for the producers of every 
other agricultural commodity in the 
United States? 

Mr. ELLENDER. To be perfectly 
frank with my good friend, the Senator 
from Georgia, my amendment would 
set the limit at 105 percent of parity be
cause I feel the Senate will agree to that. 
That limit is better than no limit. The 
Senator from Georgia will remember 
that when the wool bill was being con
sidered some time ago, I tried to limit 
the support level to 100 percent, but my 
amendment did not carry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, · 
I yield myself 5 more minutes. 

As I have said, that effort to limit 
the support level to 100 percent failed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If my friend will in
dulge me, I should like to inform him 
that that was before the Senate had 
applied the ax to all the other pro
ducers. Until that time the other pro
ducers had something to look forward 
to, but in the Senate they have been 
struck down and pushed back. I do ·not 
see why the wool producer should be 
singled out for preferential treatment. 
It has been rather interesting to see how 
various provisions have been put into 
the bill, and how other groups have 
been cut down. There is now before the 
Senate a proposal to have the Brannan 
plan applied to wool at 105 percent of 
parity, whereas price supports for the 
benefit of all other agricultural pro
ducers have been struck down and cut 
down time and again. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Sena
tor from Louisiana would probably per
mit me to say that by no stretch of the 
imagination, should this be called the 
Brannan plan. This wool program was 
submitted to the Congress of the United 
States in 1946. Mr. Brannan was not 
then Secretary of Agriculture. He did 
not become Secretary of Agriculture 
until 1948. This plan was devised by 
the then senior Senator from Wyoming, 
Mr. O'Mahoney, in conjunction with 
many persons representing the Depart
ment of Agriculture. I do not believe 
that by any stretch of the imagination 

the proposal could be called the Bran
nan plan. 

Mr. RUSSELL. What the Senator 
has said is that ~he program originated 
with respect to wool, and Mr. Brannan 
tried to seize it and apply it to all com
modities produced in the United States. 
Since it happened that he was Secretary 
of Agriculture at that time, the plan be
came known as the Brannan plan. 
Everyone knows that Mr. Brannan did 
not originate the plan. It grew from a 
number of sources. It grew from the 
effort with respect to wool which failed 
in 1946. It grew, from an article written 
by a professor, as a distress measure. 
The term "Brannan plan" is a term un
derstood by every person in the United 
States, because it provides for payments 
by the Government in order to give a 
fair price to the farmers. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Instead of calling 
it the Brannan plan, let us call it direct 
payments to the producer, because that 
is what it is. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would not be a 
subsidy, would it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is a subsidy, of 
course. In the case of wheat or cotton, 
or corn, or rice, or peanuts, or any of the 
other basics, a farmer is permitted to 
borrow so much money from the Govern
ment. He must pledge his crop as se
curity for the loan. But in this case, 
there not only is the loan plan, but 
there is the additional gadget which will 
permit the Government to pay a pro
ducer the difference between what he 
receives on the market and what the Sec
re·tary of Agriculture agrees is a fair 
price-a price at which a wool grower 
could find sufficient incentive to do his 
share to produce as much as 360 mil
lion pounds of wool. 

Mr. President, I think it is unfair to 
other commodities to place wool in a 
position where it will receive price sup
port at as much as 105 percent of parity 
when the basics can get a maximum of 
only 90 percent. That simply is not 
fair. As the bill is now drafted, there is 
no limitation to the provision concern
ing wool. I would prefer to have the bill 
provide for much less than that--per
haps the same level as the basics-but 
at least, 105 percent of parity. There 
must be some maximum level set. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEALL in the chair) . The time of the 
Senator from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER .. Mr. Presldent, I 
yield myself 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is . recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the House has limited 
payments under the subsidy alternative 
in the bill to 110 percent of parity. 

It is my hope that we shall at least be 
able to place a 105-percent limitation in 
the bill as to these direct payments to 
the producers of wool. I urge that my 
amendment be adopted. We must be 
fair, Mr. President. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming is recognized for 
10 minute.:>. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that it would be eminently 
unfair for the Senate to adopt this 
amendment. If the Senate adopts this 
amendment, it will single out wool as the 
only commodity which will be subject 
to this limitation. 

Section 402 of the 1949 act provides 
that any commodity can be supported 
in excess of 90 percent of parity, if the 
Secretary of Agriculture gives notice and 
thereafter holds a hearing and then de
termines to do so. 

If this amendment is adopted, its ef
fect will be to say that any farm com
modity, save and except wool, may be 
supported at any figure the Secretary of 
Agriculture deems proper-ancl above 
100 percent of parity, if he so decides. 

The Senator from Louisiana knows 
full well that section 32 funds come from 
the custom receipts on numerous com
modities, · including wool. I may say to 
him that for the past 12 years or 13 
years, the total receipts from the tariff 
on wool have exceeded $1 billion, but 
not one penny of that money has been 
used for the benefit of wool. On the 
contrary, the money under section 32 
funds · has been used for nearly every 
other commodity. 

Let me enumerate some of the items 
with respect to which the tariff income 
on imported wool and other imports has 
been used to promote the foreign use of 
other farm commodities from 1943 to 
1953: 
. Fruits, $261 million; cotton $185 mil

lion; vegetables, $183 million; grains, 
$176 million; eggs and poultry, $175 mil
lion; dairy products, $165 million. 

And so I could continue through the 
list. But, Mr. President, you will not 
find that a solitary nickel of that money 
was used for the benefit of wool, during 
all that period of time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming tell us how much the 
Government has lost on the wool pro
gram? 

Mr. BARRETT. I can tell the Senator 
from Louisiana that the total loss on the 
wool program during the war years was 
approximately $46 million. I can also 
tell the Senator from Louisiana and this 
is more damaging than any statement 
made thus far today on the floor of the 
United States Senate-that the United 
States Government caused the wool
growers of the United States to lose five 
times that amount of money. That was 
done because during World War II, the 
OP A set on wool a ceiling price ·of 42 
cents a ·pound, but permitted the prices 
of everything the woolgrowers had to 
buy, to skyrocket. Labor costs went up 
and up. The result was to make it im
possible for woolgrowers to remain in 
business. That is precisely wl}y wool 
production in the United States declined 
from 460 million pounds a year in 1943, 
to 230 million pounds in 1953. The wool 
growers went out of business iri whole
sale numbers. They went out of busi
ness because they knew that if they re
mained in business, they would go broke. 
That is one reason why the Nation's live
stock industry has been thrown com
pletely out of gear. Those wool grow
ers had ranges and had to run livestock 
in order to use the grass. As a result, 
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the growers shifted to cattle production. 
That is why we now have 95 million head 
of cattle on the ranges in the West--the 
highest cattle population in the history 
of the Nation-and why we also have the 
smallest sheep population in the last 80 
years. That situation has developed be
cause of the policies of the United States 
Government. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to my col
league from rew Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
from Wyoming -agree with me that the 
reduction of wool production to 230 mil
lion or 240 million pounds was a very 
expensive project for the Government, 
once operations in Korea began, with the 
result that the Government then had to 
go into foreign markets and purchase 
hundreds of millions of pounds of wool 
at $2 or $2.50 a pound. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. It 
was very fortunate that the sea lanes 
were open to us, so that we could import 
the wool we needed. Otherwise we 
might have been in a critical condition, 
without wool to outfit our Army. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If we produced in 
the United States approximately 300 or 
350 million pounds of wool a year, I be
lieve that would permit us in a period 
of emergency-as has occurred time and 
time again-to equip the American 
soldier with uniforms made of wool and 

· to make sure that wool for that purpose 
would be available to us when it was 
needed. 

I am sure that such a program will 
not cost the Government any money. 
The Senator from Wyoming said a 
moment ago, that the program had cost 
the Government $46 million. But if the 
ceilings on wool had been raised, in the 
way that the Government has raised so 
many other ceilings, the Government 
could have disposed of the entire stock 
of wool at a profit. 

However, the Secretary of Agriculture 
was not restricted in the case of wool, 
in the way he was in the case of cotton. 
Therefore, he sold the wool at a loss, 
although he sold the cotton at a profit. 
That should never have been allowed 
to happen to the wool producers of the 
United States. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But, Mr. President, 
the price of cotton was held down in 
much the same way that the price of 
wool was. The Senator from New Mexi
co knows that as well as I do. 

Mr. BARRETT. Let me explain why 
wool was in a different situation. The 
parity price on wool was established 
with a most inopportune base period. 
The period between 1910 and 1914 was 
established as the base period. How
ever, that period was the worst in the 
history of the United States, insofar as 
the price of wool was concerned. The 
price established on that basis was so 
unrealistic that the parity established as 
a result was of little help to the wool 
growers. But when the war came along, 
the OPA used that base, and froze the 
price of wool at a figure at which it was 
impossible to profitably produce wool. 

Year after year during the war days 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
showed that the wool growers were 

losing 10 cents on every pound of wool 
they produced. 

Mr. President, the most unfortunate 
thing of all is that when a new parity 
formula was established for agricul
tural commodities, the figure chosen was 
the one beginning 10 years ago, during 
the war period, when the OPA estab
lished the ceiling price of wool at 42 
cents a pound, as I said a moment ago. 
Consequently the wool growers were 
obliged to accept that low price as the 
basis for the new parity. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that 
if the amendment is adopted, the Sen
ate will be singling out wool, for discrim
inatory treatment. It is proposed tnat 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall not 
have the discretion to support wool at 
a higher price, although we are willing 
to give him authority to support every 
other farm commodity at a higher price 
if he so desires. 

Secondly it will make it impossible to 
raise the price of wool even though the 
Secretary believes that to be necessary 
for the security of our country. 

I hope the amendment is voted down. 
Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President-
Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena

tor from Texas. 
Mr. DANIEL. Do I correctly under

stand that if the bill is passed as now 
written, without the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
the Secretary of Agriculture will have the 
power to support certain commodities 
above the price ceilings which we fix 
here, namely above 82% to 90 percent? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is true. 
Mr. DANIEL. That is in the law as 

it is today? 
Mr. BARRETT. That is in the law 

as it is today. That is true. 
Mr. DANIEL. That situation would 

not be changed by the passage of this 
bill? 

Mr. BARRETT. If the amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana were 
adopted, it would be changed. 

Mr. DANIEL. I meant without 
amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor-
rect. · 

Mr. DANIEL. As to all the other 
commodities mentioned in the bill, is it 
true that the law would permit the Sec
retary of Agriculture to support them 
above 100 percent of parity? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mr. DANIEL. After a hearing. 
Mr. BARRETT. That is right. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin

guished Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. CASE. Is it true that if a com

modity is to be supported at 100 percent 
of parity, there may be times when it is 
necessary to go above parity in order to 
strike an average? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield myself an ad
ditional 5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. At times the commodity 
is selling at considerably below parity, 
and to make it possible for it to average 
100 percent of parity, there would have 

to be some time when it was above 
parity. 

Mr. BARRETT; The Senator is cor
rect. If the grower is to be encouraged 
to expand his herds and bring more 
wool to the market, it will be necessary 
to have a higher support price. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that in the 
case of wool we are dealing with a stra
tegic commodity? The Senator from 
South Dakota recalls a time during 
World War II when we authorized the 
agencies of the Government to go in 
to the world market and buy up even 
second-grade wool in order to prevent 
it from falling into the hands of the 
enemy. In order to carry on their at
tack agains-t Moscow the Germans 
needed woolen clothing, and one of the 
reasons for the breakdown of the Ger
man offensive against Moscow was the 
fact that the ersatz clothing did not 
give the German soldfer the protection 
he needed in the weather he confronted. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct. In the early days of 
World War II, the RFC went into the 
market and bought a tremendous sup
ply of Australian wool for fear we might 
be cut off from that supply during the 
war. I do not recollect the exact pound
age, but as I remember it, approximately 
125 million pounds were purchased by 
the RFC for that very purpose. 

Mr. CASE. It is my impression that 
it was somewhat more than that. For 
a time following the war that wool was 
.used in effect to depress the market for 
native American wool: 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ore
gon. 

Mr. CORDON. I am interested in the 
question asked by the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL] and the answer 
given. Is it not a fact that any action 
of the Secretary of Agriculture to in
crease the support price above 90 per
cent of parity can come into being only 
when, in the judgment of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, it is necessary for the 
protection of the health and safety of 
the people of the United States? 

Mr. BARRETT. · Or the security of 
the country. That is precisely the basis 
of the bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Is it not also true that 
this reserved authority rests in the Sec
retary of Agriculture with respect to 
every supported price? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Is it not also true that 
this is an attempt to single out one com
modity, which happens to be the only 
commodity in short supply and the most 
essential commodity by reason of that 
fact, and to lessen the authority of the 
Secretary to protect the people of the 
United States? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct; and I can say t :: him that 
the production of wool in this country 
dropped from 460 million pounds 10 
years ago to 230 million pounds today, 
and the domestic production this year 
is less than it was last year. 

Mr. CORDON. Vlill the Senator yield 
for one further question? 
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Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 

yield. 
Mr. CORDON. Does not the author

ity of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
protect the safety and security of the 
United States permit him, if necessary, 
to increase the support price of cotton 
along with other commodities? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But not by direct 
payments, as is sought to be provided 
in the wool bill. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, let me 
call attention to one fact before the 
debate !s closed. The tariff on wool at 
the present time yields a revenue some
what in excess of $55 million a year. 
This bill merely provides that the Secre
tary of Agriculture may use 70 percent of 
that amount, if necessary-and I think 
it would require more nearly 40 percent 
of that amount-in order to encourage 
the wool growers of the United States to 
bring into production 300 million pounds 
of wool which are needed for the security 
of this country. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under section 402, 
would the Government be authorized to 
make direct payments to producers as in 
the case of wool? 

Mr. BARRETT. No; I think not. I 
think the Senator is correct about that. 
Nevertheless, the same result would be 
achieved by a loan under the support 
program. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot agree. 
The producers would obtain the increase 
in price from the sale of their products 
whereas in this instance the producers 
obtain a portion of their payment out of 
the Treasury. That is the difference 
between the two programs. 

Mr. BARRETT. The payment is not 
made out of the Treasury. It is made 
out-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield myself an 
additional 2 minutes. 

The payment is made from the cus
toms receipts on wool alone. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Which would other
wise remain in the Treasury. Those 
receipts go to the Treasury after they are 
collected and then paid out to producers. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, if the 
Senator wants to object to that, he also . 
ought to tell the people of Louisiana that 
he did not like the idea of taking $185 
million out of the Treasury to encourage 
foreign use of domestic cotton or $261 
million to encourage use of fruits. I 
could go through the entire list. I do 
not know any reason why the woolgrower 
should not have a little protection from 
the tariff on wool. All other commod
ities have had help over the years in ex
ports and subsidies of one character or 
another. 

Mr. ELLE.t.'fDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator has 

just stated that one-hundred-some-odd 
million dollars was taken out of the 
Treasury to pay for cotton supports. 

That was done to subsidize foreign sales 
of cotton. Last Saturday in debate I 
produced figures to show that the Treas
ury had been enriched by $260 million 
:t>lus from cotton sales. · 

Mr. BARRETT. Nevertheless, I say 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana that cotton used $185 million 
of section 32 funds between 1936 and 
1953, and during that same period of 
time--

Mr. ELLENDER. That was done to 
subsidize sales of cotton abroad as I 
previously stated. 

Mr. BARRETT. During that same 
period of time, wool did not use a thin 
dime of section 32 funds. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. CORDON. In fact, despite what 
may be the seeming difference and the 
argumentative difference, is not the real 
difference the fact that we are support
ing the price of cotton and other so
called basic agricultural products be
cause there is a surplus, and not enough 
demand to take care of the surplus~ and 
consequently not enough demand to off
set supply; whereas in the case of 
domestic wool we are faced with a com
modity which is essential but, because 
of imports, is in such low supply that 
we are in danger of losing the very 
basis to which we can turn for the par
tic~lar commodity in case of emergency? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct. I am certainly not op
posed to using section 32 funds for the 
benefit of cotton, fruits, grains, vege
tables, and so forth. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. The Senator-does not 

mean to tell the Senate that section 
32 funds were used at any time to pay 
the farmer more than 90 percent of 
parity on cotton? 

Mr. BARRETT. No. 
Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator's 

inference is to that effect. The Sena
tor knows very well that that is not 
true. 

Mr. BARRETT. I did not say that. 
Mr. GEORGE. Very well. Let us get 

i~ straight. 
This is a marvelous piece of legisla

tion, Mr. President. I have seen the 
dairy industry literally butchered by this 
bill. I know what is happening to the 
producers of the basic farm commodi
ties. There is no question about what is 
happening. Therefore, I do not believe 
the Senator is fair when he says that 
section 32 funds have been used to pay 
the American cotton farmer more than 
90 percent of parity at any time. 

Mr. BARRETT. No; I wish to say to 
the Senator from Georgia that what I 
said was that under section 402 the Sec
retary had the discretion to support cot
ton and every other farm commodity at 
an amount in excess of 90 percent of 
parity. That is the point that was made. 

Mr. GEORGE. When has he done 
that? 

Mr. BARRETT. Section 32 funds are 
an entirely different matter, and they 
are used to increase consumption of 

these commodities, mostly abroad. It is 
probably true, as the Senator from Loui
siana has said, that the money was used 
to subsidize export markets for these 
crops. That is entirely correct, I assume. 
It might have been used for other pur
poses, but it was not paid to th.e growers. 
I am certain of that. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what I wanted 
to make clear. I should like to ask the 
Senator a question. What is the amount 
of the imports of wool over the past sev
eral years? How much wool do we have 
to buy from abroad? 

Mr. BARRETT. It has varied some
what, but during the war years it was 
as high as 700 million or 800 million 
pounds a year. The tariff on wool, over 
a 10- or 12-year period, amounted to 
about a billion dollars, or on an average 
of about $100 million a year. 

Mr. GEORGE. Then we are on an 
import basis, so far as wool is concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. BARRETT. During the war we 
imported about twice as much wool as 
we produced in this country. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what I wanted 
to know. 

Mr. BARRETT. At the present time 
it is about 50-50, I should say. 

Mr. GEORGE. In other words, we 
are on an import basis, so far as wool 
is concerned. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. Of course, the prob

lem is different when it comes to cot
ton, wheat, and dairy products than it is 
with respect to wool. 

I am perfectly willing to vote now 
against production payments in excess 
of 100 percent of parity on anyone's 
products. I say that although I am 
quite sure that some of the products of 
Florida have perhaps received more than 
that out of this particular fund. I do 
not think it is right. If we are going to 
say to our own producers, "You can be 
paid only 75 percent and up to 90 per
cent, or 82% percent and up to 90 per
cent," we should not at the same time 
say that if someone is producing in this 
country a product which is on an import 
basis, he may, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, be paid 140 per
cent, 150 percent, or 200 percent of the 
parity price. 

Mr. BARRETT. I do not know 
whether the Senator is speaking on his 
time or on mine. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am sorry. I mere
ly wanted to develop the facts. I wanted 
to make that point clear. I believe the 
American people will understand that we 
are willing to pay to the producers of a 
product in this country on an import 
basis more than 100 percent of parity, 
but we are not willing to pay on dairy 
products even as much as 80 percent of 
parity or 90 percent of parity. The same 
is true with respect to cotton. Cotton 
is just as essential as wool. 

Mr. BARRETT. There is no question 
about it. 

Mr. GEORGE. The same is true with 
respect to wheat. Wheat is just as es
sential as wool. Wool is essential, too. I 
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am afraid the Senator has this subject 
backward. The American people will 
understand that we are saying we want 
to stop surplus production by lowering 
the price, but I doubt if there are many 
persons who are familiar with agricul_. 
ture who believe that there is much to 
that argument. 

Over the long run an economic factor 
intrudes as everyone realizes, of course, 
because in the long run the producer will 
go broke. He will either have to stop 
producing or he will have to reduce his 
production. We have a proposal before 
us in the case of a certain commodity to 
resist even a limitation of 105 percent of 
parity out of other funds available for 
production payments, while there is no 
money available with which to pay even 
90 percent of the cost of producing other 
commodities in this country, regardless 
of the cost the producer must pay to 
carry on that production. There is 
something wrong here. 

If the Senator wishes universally to 
apply that principle I hope the Senator 
from Louisiana will say that no produc
tion payments in excess of 100 percent 
of parity should be made on any product. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I should like to make 
one statement in response to the remarks 
of the Senator from Georgia. It seems 
to me that the effect of the amendment 
would be entirely to upset the theory the 
Senator has advanced. As I understood 
the Senator, he wanted the commodities 
to be treated equally. That is precisely 
what I want done. The amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana provides 
that the Secretary of Agriculture may 
support the other commodities, save and 
except wool, at any figure he may deter
mine. 

Mr. GEORGE. No. 
Mr. BARRETT. With respect to wool. 

however, he cannot go above 105 percent. 
Mr. GEORGE. ·No. The Senator did 

not understand me. I said I hope the 
Senator from Louisiana will provide that 
no payments should be made which 
would carry the price to the producer 
above 100 percent of parity, whether 
the product is on an export basis or on 
an import basis. 

If we are to restrict the producer of 
an absolutely vital and necessary 
product in the United States to a price 

· somewhere between 90 percent and the 
bottom, or zero, there is no need in the 
world to pay more than 100 percent of 
parity to the producer of a product 
which is constantly on an import basis. 
The Senator will never put wool on an 
export basis by the kind of scheme he 
is resorting to. He will not even supply 
the demand for wool in the United States 
by anything he proposes to do in this 
bill. 

Mr. BARRETT. I may say that it has 
been done, of course. 

Mr. GEORGE. It was done at a time 
when we were not consuming so much 
wool, when · the population was very 
much smaller. 

Mr. BARRETT. That may be true. 
However, I say to the Senator that wool 
has been singled out because it has been 
declared by the Munitions Board to be a 

strategic material, necessary for the de
fense of the country. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield myself 5 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. ·I believe the parity 
formulas under the price-support pro
grams are not generally understood. Of 
course, they are far from perfect. If 
either the so-called modernized parity 
formula or the old parity formula re
flected the true value of wool or of other 
commodities, I think there would be a 
great deal of merit to a limitation of 105 
percent of parity. 

Let me give an example of how the 
parity formulas do not apply fairly to 
all commodities. I think we all know 
that when we applied the 90 percent of . 
parity formula to potatoes the potato 
farmers were very pleased with it and 
produced all the potatoes that were 
needed, and more. They made a great 
deal of money out of 90 percent of parity. 
However, we had a 90 percent support 
program for wool for 6 or 8 years, I be
lieve. Nevertheless the wool industry 
continued to decline. I believe that 
means only one thing, namely, that the 
parity formula has not been fair for wool 
producers. In my opinion a 90 percent 
support program for wool does not rep
resent a fair support for wool, and more 
than would a 60 percent support for 
potatoes. 

Mr. BARRETT. I think the Senator 
is correct. While the 90-percent pro
gram has been in effect, the production 
of wool has been declining year after 
year, and is declining this year. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I wish to observe some

thing along the same line the Senator 
from North Dakota has brought out. 
One hundred and five percent of parity 
is not what it may seem to be, because 
the basis upon which the wool parity is 
computed, historically, is fundamentally 
wrong. Although the support price 
might reach 105 percent of parity in 
name, in actual fact it does not. 

There is one other thing I wish to 
mention. We certainly do not want to 
use Treasury support to increase produc
tion of something which is in long supply 
by paying over 100 percent of parity. If 
we are going to pay more than 100 per
cent of parity of any product, it should 
be paid only for those products which 
are in short supply, which are strategic 
in character, and which are essential to 
the national security. That is the jus
tification for this whole procedure, in 
order to try to maintain a domestic wool 
industry which is sufficiently sound to 
insure that it will be available when we 
need it. I am sure the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] will recall that 
about a year or two ago we were both
ered by the fact that some of our South 
American friends were subsidizing the 
export of wool, so that when the wool 
came to this country it carried with it 

what amounted to an export subsidy 
from the country in which it was pro
duced. It was brought in here at an 
upset price, which tended to destroy the 
market. Many of us thought it was only 
fair that we should use the proceeds 
from the special tariff fund to offset the 
kind of a trade war which we en
countered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will indulge me for one moment, 
I wish to say that I do not object to 
paying the woolgrowers a fair price, but 
when we talk about paying a production 
payment, all we mean is that we are 
paying the producer more than 100 per
cent of parity on one commodity, but 
we have denied it to the milk producers, 
we have denied it to the cotton farmers, 
and we have denied it to the wheat 
farmers of the country. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not have the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] 
has the floor. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. THYEJ. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to make one 
comment. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield provided I do 
not lose the floor. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in refer
ence to the remark of the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, I wish to say 
that this body rejected an amendment 
to provide dairy products to the soldiers 
of this land, coming from the surplus 
supply. The soldier is taken from his 
home at a very tender age, really in the 
very flower of life, and is put into a mili
tary camp. He is allowed only a certain 
amount of milk, although we have dairy 
surpluses which are threatened with de
terioration. We are going to give this 
surplus to the feed dealers at a knocked
down sacrifice price of 3% cents a pound, 
notwithstanding the fact that powdered 
milk costs anywhere from 14 to 16 cents 
a pound when the Commodity Credit 
Corporation is acquiring it. Yet we deny 
the military forces the right to use milk 
products for the soldiers of our coun
try. 
· We also denied the military forces and 

the Veterans' Administration the right 
to put a few surplus dairy products on 
the tables in veterans' hospitals. 

I commend the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] for the remarks he has 
made, when he said we have denied this 
support to dairy products, but we are 
now talking about an unlimited figure, 
if it becomes necessary, for subsidy pay
ments on wool. 

I do not say this with any thought 
that I have rejected wool supports. I 
will support that program. However, I 
could not help but add to the comments 
of the distinguished Senator from Geor
gia, because we are being inconsistent. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President-
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The. 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, are we 
on controlled time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming controls the 
time. Does the Senator yield ti~e to 
the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CORDON. Before the Senator 

yields the floor, will he yield to me for a 
question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted ·to 
yield. 

Mr. CORDON. As one Senator who 
supported the amendment of the Sena
tor from Minnesota in the dairy field, 
I suggest that two wrongs never make a 
right. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I also call attention to 

the fact that I supported the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota. I regret that the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Minnesota 
was not agreed to, but it was not. I cer
tainly join with the Senator from Ore
gon in saying that such action would 
not be made right ·by doing a wrong in 
this instance. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming yields the floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to make one thing clear. In the 
past we have supported certain com
modities at well over 90 percent of 
parity, during World War II and during 
the Korean War. The law provides that 
when necessary to obtain adequate pro
duction the Secretary may fix the sup
port level at wherever is necessary, in the 
interest of the national security. 

Toward the end of World War II cot
ton was supported at 95 percent of 
parity. We supported milk at around 
130 or 135 percent of parity. Flaxseed 
was supported at over 150 percent of 
parity. In 1951 long staple cottqn was 
supported at 155 percent of parity, and 
in 1952 it was supported at 153 percent 
of parity. · 

The proposed wool program wou1d not 
break any precedent. I do not believe 
support for wool at over 105 percent of 
parity would result i:q the obtaining the 
desired production, H 105 percent of 
parity would not do it. Nevertheless, I 
do not think I would single out wool as 
the only commodity with respect to 
which the support price could not be 
raised substantially in the event of 
emergency, which would simply mean 
that Congress would have to enact 
emergency legislation. 

However, I will say that if 105 percent 
of parity would not bring about in
creased production of wool, probably 115 
percent of parity would not, either. To 
that extent , I agree with the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], al
though I do not believe we should single 
out wool, any more than I thought we 
should single out potatoes as the only 
outlaw vegetable, which they were for 
3 or 4 years. 

I have nothing more to say. Is the 
Senator from Louisiana yielding his 
time back? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana yields his time. 
Does the Senator from Vermont yield 
his time? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS] and the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] and the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS] 
would each vote "nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA
VEZ], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 21, 
nays 66, as follows: 

Clements 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
George 
Gore 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlf.'Jn 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 

Chavez 
Eastland 
Flanders 

YEAS-21 
Hennings Maybank 
Hili McClellan 
Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Kefauver Russell 
Kerr Smathers 
Lennon Stennis 
Long Symington 

NAYS-66 
Ferguson McCarran 
Gillette McCarthy 
Goldwater Millikin 
Green Morse 
Hayden Mundt 
Hendrickson Murray 
Hickenlooper Neely 
Holland Pastore 
Humphrey Payne 
Ives Potter 
Jackson Purtell 
Jenner Saltonstall 
Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Kennedy Smith, N.J. 
Knowland Thye 
Kuchel Upton 
Langer Watkins 
Magnuson Welker 
Malone Wiley 
Mansfield Williams 
Martin Young 

NOT VOTING-9 
Frear 
Kilgore 
Lehman 

Monroney 
Reynolds 
Sparkman 

So Mr. ELLENDER's amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. F·ERGUSON. I move that the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
a'greed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I have at 
the desk, and which I ask to have 
stated. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HENDRICKSON in the chair). The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What was the 
amendment that was acted on by the 
Senate with such unseemly haste a 
moment or so ago? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that the 
Senate did not act on an amendment; 
it merely agreed to a motion to lay on 
the table the motion to reconsider the 
vote by which an amendment was 
rejected. 

The clerk will state the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] to the commit
tee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-· 
mittee amendment, on page 43, after 
line 19, it is proposed to add a new sec
tion, as follows: 

SEC. 710. (a) The third sentence of sec
tion 2 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, 
as amended, is amended by inserting "wool.'' 
after the comma following "(Irish pota
toes)." 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall become effective 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this act. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
provisions of this amendment were sub
mitted by the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. YouNG] and the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] and previously 
passed the Senate unanimously. The 
amendment to the bill is being offered 
at the suggestion of the Members of 
the House in order to make sure that 
the provisions will be passed at this 
session of the Congress. The amend
ment has the support of the Department, 
and I believe it would be in the best 
interests of the woolgrowers, the manu
facturers who use wool, and the general 
consuming public. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. It appears to be a worthy 
amendment. I have no objection to it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The conferees re
fused to agree to it, did they not? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. The amend
ment merely proposes to put wool under 
the Commodity Exchange Act. That is 
all. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator 
for the information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Massachus
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] to the committee 
amendment on page 43, after line 19. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to fur
ther amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the Com
mittee amendment, on page 36, between 
lines 14 and 15, it is proposed to insert 
a new section, as follows: 

SEc. 503. Nothing contained in section 8 
(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, or in any other 
provision of law, shall be construed to au
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to im
pose any limitations upon the number of 
terms for which members of county com
mittees established under such section may 
be reelected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment is directed toward the or
ganization of what we know as the coun
ty committees and State committees un~ 
der the Production and Marketing Ad
ministration. It is commonly known 
throughout the country a8 the county 
committee system. Recen t ly the Secre
tary of Agriculture, speaking in behalf 
of his Department, ordered that no on~ 
should be eligible to become a member 
of a county committee if he had served 
more than three terms. It seems to me 
that what is desired on the county com
mittees is persons of experience, as much 
as persons having any other qualifica
tions. It was rather surprising that an 
order was issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture · requir~ng that persons eli
gible to be elected as members of a county 
committee should not have served more 
than three terms on coum.y committees. 

Not long ago the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. HENNINGS] directed attention 
to this question as it related to the State 
of Missouri. I am sure this is a com
mon condition throughout the United 
States because of the departmental or
der on the part of the Secretary. 

Mr. President, I have very little more 
to say on the subject, except to call upon 
the Senate to enlist its ~npport in ar
ranging for county comm!ttees to -be as 
truly representative as they can be, and 
not deny to the farmers of America the 
opportunity to elect whomever they 
wish as members of county committees. 
It seems to me rather strange that the 
Secretary should issue an edict that per
sons who have had expe·fience extend
ing beyond three terms shall no longer 
be eligible to run for that office. For 
the life of me, I cannot U:;:tderstand how 
that kind of rule would add to the effi
ciency of the activities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation through the Pro
duction and Marketing Administration. 

Mr. AIKEN rose. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 

SMIIH of Maine in the chair) . The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment, on page 36, between lines 
14 and 15. [Putting the question.] 'The 
u.mendment is agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I was 
seeking recognition before the result was 
announced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In that 
case, the Chair will withhold the an
nouncement and recognize the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Did not the Chair 
announce the result? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, but 
the Chair is withholding the announce
ment of the result because the Senator 
from Vermont was seeking recognition. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Vermont was on his feet before the an
nouncement of the result. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I was 
on my feet. 

I merely wish to say that the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
would simply overturn the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture as 
effected by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
It so happens that there were 11 States 
in the Union in which the county and 
local committees were virtually closed 
corporations in the administration of the 
Production and Marketing Administra
tion programs, and the Secretary reor
ganized those activities so that those 11 
States fell in line with the other States. 
One of those States happened to be the 
State of Minnesota. There was a closed 
corporation in that State, and the com
mittee was conducting its work jus4; about 
as they wished. The Senator from Min
nesota has proposed an amendment 
which would overturn the reorganization 
of the Secretary of Agriculture in his 
attempt to put all the States of the Union 
on the same basis, so far as local com
mittees are concerned. 

Therefore, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Madam President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 

will the Senator from Florida withhold 
his suggestion of the absence of a quorum 
until I make a statement? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I withhold the sug
gestion of the absence of a quorum. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment 
does not apply to any organization of the 
Department of Agriculture. It applies 
simply to the desires of farmers to elect 
their own representatives to serve on 
their own local committees. The Secre
tary of Agriculture has laid down the 
rule that if a m3mber of the local com
mittee has served more than three terms 
as a member of a county committee, he 
is no longer eligible for election. I say 
that runs in the face of the logic that 
one of the qualifications of members of 
county committees should be experience. 
I should like to know if Senators would 
say that if a Senator had served more 
than three terms he should never be per
mitted to run for the Senate again. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota would simply make it impos
sible for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
say, "I am in favor of putting you out 
of office after three terms." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remind my col
leagues that three terms comprise a 
period of only 3 years. It is not 6 or 8 
years, but 3 years. I wish to make it 
clear that the only purpos.e of my 
amendment is to permit county commit-

tees to be truly representative of the 
farmers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Minnesota yield to the Sen
ator from Vermont? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, first 

I wish to say that the reorganization ot 
the county committee system, as put into 
effect by the Secretary of Agriculture, in 
no wav interferes with the right of the 
farmers of each community or of each 
county to elect their. own committees. 
It simply provides that when a person 
has served for 3 years on such a commit
tee, he must then "lay off" for 1 year, so 
as to give someone else a chance. 

The reason for that was that in certain 
States, little groups had control Qf the 
committees, and went on year after year 
after year, until they became the "whole 
show," and no one elt)e had a look-in. 
The Secretary's order simply provides 
that when such persons have served on 
the committees for 3 years, they must 
"lay off" for 1 year. Thereafte;r, they 
can serve for another 3 years. But in 
the meantime there will be rotation iri 
the committee positions, among the 
farmers of the community or of the 
county; and the Secretary's order will 
prevent a continuation of the little 
"closed corporations" which had existed 
in a few States. · 

Most of the States had been handling 
this matter ver; well, but a few States 
had not done quite so well. That was 
the reason for the Secretary's order. It 
does not in any way interfere with the 
right of the farmers of any community 
to elect their own committee members. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
in order that my colleagues may know 
what the situation is in regard to this 
matter, let me say that the only State 
of the Union which is exempt from the 
application of the order, so far as I know~ 
is the State of Minnesota; and Minne• 
sota has been exempted from the ap
plication of the order because the head 
of the Production and-Marketing Admin
istration in Minnesota said-and in mak
ing this statement I am only reporting 
what has been carried in the press, in
cluding in the Wayne Darrow News
letter; I did not plan to bring up this 
point in the debate, but in view of the 
way the situation has developed, we 
should set forth the facts-that if the 
rule wen into effect in Minnesota, it 
would assure the reelection of Senator 
HUMPHREY. . 

Madam President, I want-to make sure 
that the rule does not go into effect in 
Minnesota. [Laughter.] 

Let me say that the farmers have a 
right to reelect 15 times, it they choose 
to do so, those whom they have chosen 
to elect to these committees, if the ones 
they have chosen serve them well. After 
all, some persons have served in the 
House of Representatives for 30 years, 
in other words, for 15 terms; and some 
Members of the United States Senate 
have served in this body for a similar 
number of years. 

Madam President, let me say that all 
my amendment says is that neither Mr. 
Benson nor any other Secretary of Agri
culture can impose by edict a rule to 
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the effect that if a person serves ably on 
one of these committees for three terms, 
in other words, for 3 years, he must then 
stand aside and let someone else come in. 

We should let the farmers decide about 
this matter. Who are we to decide who 
should serve on the farmer-elected com
mittees? What right does the Senate 
have at this moment to decide about the 
qualifications of those who serve on the 
county or community committees? 

However, the rule promulgated by the 
Secretary would say, in effect, "If you 
are experienced in the work, you must 
get out; and, instead, we shall get some
one who is inexperienced." 

Madam President, let nie say that I 
have not had an opportunity to discuss 
this matter with the Minnesota Admin
istrator of the Production and Market
ing Administration or with anyone else 
connected with the Administration; but 
it is shocking, to me, that the Secretary 
of Agriculture would lay down a rule 
stating to the farmers, in connection 
with the selection of their county and 
local committees, "If you wish to elect 
someone to serve you on your county or 
local committee, you cannot elect a per
son who has served you in that position 
for 3 years.'' Madam President, such a 
rule simply does not make any sense. 

Mr. YOUNG. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Madam President, I 

think I am one of the very few Members 
of the Senate who have served on these 
committees. I started serving in 1934. 
Most of the members of the committees 
in the Northwestern States are good Re
publicans, and are well posted on these 
programs. They know how to deal with 
these problems. The farmers want to 
reelect those members, and I think they 
should have a right to reelect them if 
they so desire. It is wrong to tell a 
farmer that he cannot reelect such men 
to serve when they are probably the b.est 
men, and most respected men, in the 
community. They are probably the best 
Republicans in the average communities 
in many Republican States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield 
to me? 

Mr. m.JMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 

from Minnesota say that the ruling by 
the Department of Agriculture is char
acteristic of a bureaucracy .and the at
tempts of a bureaucracy to extend its 
hand into local government, suppressing 
the desires of the localities, and doing so 
at the expense of a strong, centralized 
force, thus infringing upon the rights of 
the States and, in fact, upon the rights 
of government itself? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is an 
accurate statement of the situation. 

Madam President, I think no · more 
need be said on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam Presi
dent, will the Senator from Minnesota 
yield, so that I may suggest the absence 
of a quorum, if it is underst.ood that the 
time required for that purpose will be 
divided equally between the two sides? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for that 
purpose, Madam President. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me inquire 
whether the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Vermont will be 
willing to yield all but 5 minutes of the 
time remaining to them, with the un
derstanding that at this time we have a 
quorum call, and that when a quorum is 
present, the further discussion of the 
amendment be limited to 5 minutes to a 
side? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am perfectly 
willing to have that done, Madam Presi
dent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
at this time there may be a quorum call, 
with the time required for that purpose 
to be divided equally between the two 
sides, except for 5 minutes for each side; 
and if unanimous consent is given in 
~ccordance with that request, I shall now 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HTJMPHREY. Before that is 
done, Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD a statement on the amend~ 
ment and a newspaper article. 

There being no objection, the state~ 
ment and article were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

FARMER COMMITTEES--8TATEMENT BY 

SENATOR HUMPHREY 

As we proceed with emasculating Amer
ica's great farm program, cannot we pause 
long enough to at least preserve a voice 
for farmers themselves in how the remnants 
of our farm program is administered? 

I have sent to the desk an amendment 
seeking to protect the rights of farmers to 
elect neighbors of their own choosing to 
serve on the farmer-committees that have 
proven so effective in putting democracy into 
action in rural America. 

During the 1952 campaign Candidate 
Eisenhower repeatedly assured farmers he 
would let them run their own farm programs. 

Let me cite a few such instances: 
At Kasson, Minn., he said: 
"I pledge you that the Republican Party 

is going forward with positive, aggressive, 
farmer-run farm programs. • • • Our goal 
will be sound, farmer-run programs that 
safeguard agriculture • • • the programs 
must be transferred into genuinely farmer
run operations." 

At Columbia, S.C., he said: 
"Management and direction of the farm 

program • • • federally financed though it 
will be * • • must be turned over to the 
farmer." 

At St. Cloud, Minn.: 
"At Kasson, I had ·the opportunity to out

line · a part of the farm program that the 
Republicans will support and urge and 
operate • • •. There was another part of it; 
that every kind of program adopted for the 
future would be farmer run, locally run." 

At New Orleans: 
"What we need is to start from here and 

build a better program based on more farmer 
participation." · · 

At Memphis: 
"I pledge you an administration that will 

cleanse all farm programs of partisan politics, 
that will decentralize their administration, 
that will increase farmer participation in 
their own programs." 

Despite such assurances, we have been 
headed in just the opposite direction. 

Committees have been made advisory, 
rat her than administrative. I am deeply 
concerned over indications that the Depart
ment of Agriculture is seeking to minimize 
the participation of such f armer committees 

in the operation of our farm programs, and 
seeking to block participation of the most 
experienced farmer committeemen in such 
work. 

During the past 20 eventful years, farm
ers have come to a new awareness, that 
they must make their voices heard if they 
are to have the kind of program they want 
and need. They realize more than ever that 
they must actively participate in guiding 
these programs along sound and practical 
lines if the desired results are to be ob
tained. 

Through practical experience over the 
years, and with the valuable help of sym
pathetic legislators, farmers have developed 
the democratically elected farmer-commit
tee system. 

This system has proved to be a most effec
tive means for farmers themselves to share 
in the formulation and administration of 
farm programs. Regardless of partisan po
litical differences over farm policy or its 
administration, the principle of farmers run
ning their own farm programs, through 
farmer committees they themselves elect 
from among their own neighbors, has be
come a proven success. 

I have long been convinced that the sys
tem of freely elected farmer committeemen 
is an example of economic democracy which 
no other country, and no other branch of 
American free enterprise, can equal. 

This system of farmer participation in the 
administration of farm programs has been 
a very real factor in the amazing progress 
of our agriculture during the past 20 years. 
In my opinion, and in the opinion of most 
farmers with whom I have talked, it should 
certainly be maintained to meet adequately 
the new challenges to agriculture that still 
lie ahead. · 

There always has been some, for one rea
son or another, who have objected to farmers 
having a direct voice in the administration 
of their farm programs. In the main, the 
opposition has come from foes of the farm 
price-support programs who realize the diffi
culty of undermining those programs, or 
rendering them useless and ineffective, as 
long as farmers themselves are responsible 
for administering them. 

The opposition has not come out in the 
open with frontal attacks upon the right 
of farmers to have an active voice in their 
own affairs; rather, it has used more subtle 
approaches in an attempt to discredit the 
farmer committees, or to trim their sails 
by making them only advisory instead of 
having any real administrative author-ity. 

Just recently, the Department has gone a 
step further in crippling these committees 
by an administrative order saying no farmer 
may be reelected who has served more than 
3 years previously. · 

We either believe in farmer committees or 
we don't. 

If we believe in farmer committees, the 
fa~;mers should have a right to elect who 
they please, regardless whether they have 
already served 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 years. 

All my amendment says is that the Secre
tary of Agriculture has no right to impose 
any limitation on the number of terms such 
committeemen serve as long as they are 
democratically elected. 

Anyone voting. against t~is amendment is 
saying, in. effect, that farmers should no 
longer have the right to choose whoever they 
please to represent them. 

(From the St. Paul Dispatch of July 24, 1954] 
MIDWEST BEARS M I LK BURDEN 

(By Alfred D. Stedman) 
Minnesota and neighboring States of the 

Midwest with bargain mill~ prices seem to 
be carrying the main burden of the down
ward adjustments of milk production that 
Secretary Benson credits to his lowering of 
Federal dairy price supports, dairymen said 
today. 
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In eastern areas that are maintaining high 

consumer prices by barring the Midwest's 
cheaper milk, production has been rising in
stead of falling, they pointed out. 

And in addition, larger surpluses not con
sumed as fluid milk at the high consumer 
prices in the monopoly markets are spilling 
over into competition with the Midwest's fac
tory dairy products. 

In Minnesota, Iowa, and North Dakota, 
milk production in June dropped from June 
production last year and in Wisconsin the 
rise was only a trifle over 1 percent. 

But under the New York Federal milk or
der, milk production for June actually rose 
3.6 percent over last June's production. And 
at the same time a shrink in New York milk 
consumption under its high retail prices left. 
a surplus of 483 million pounds of its milk 
to go into competition with Minnesota fac
tory products. 

That amount of New York surplus milk 
was more than half of Minnesota's entire 
June production and 58V2 percent of New 
York area production in June. 

Minnesota's June milk production actually 
declined 10 million pounds to 924 million 
from 934 million pounds last year, official 
figures showed. At the same time, milk con
sumption here under moderate milk prices 
was rising, thus cutting into the dairy sur
plus, instead of falling to increase that sur
plus as in New York. Fluid milk consump
tion rose in the Twin Cities from about 30.6 
million pounds last June to 32.2 million 
pounds this June while in New York it fell 
8.8 million pounds, official reports showed. 

Also in Pennsylvania, another high price 
market, where the State milk board has just 
officially refused a license to a moderate
priced milk distributor from neighboring 
Ohio, milk production also rose slightly in 
June this year. 

The major burden for dairy price adjust
ments is likely to continue to rest on Minne
sota, Wisconsin, Iowa, and neighboring dairy 
manufacturing States so long as eastern and 
southern fluid milk prices are kept high out 
.of relation to our prices by Federal tariffs, 
sanitary barriers and other monopoly devices, 
dairy spokesmen here contend. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I am ready to vote on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I now ask unanimous consent, in accord
ance with my previous request, that I 
may suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The absence of a quorum having been 
suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Baall 
Bannett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carl :-:'Jn 
Case 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ervin 

Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Langer 

Lehman 
Lennon 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
Martin 
May bank 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 
Neelv 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Russell 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers · 

Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Symington 

Thye 
Upton · 
Watkins 
Welker 

Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

Under the unanimous consent agree
ment, 10 minutes are now available on 
the amendment of the Eenator from 
Minnesota to the committee amend
ment, with the time to be divided equally 
between the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] and the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
in order that the RECORD may be crystal 
clear, let me say that the amendment 
will do nothing more or less than to 
keep in the law and in tha administra
tion what was in the law and in the 
administration until recent months. All 
it does is permit the farmers to have 
their own elections, so long as they are 
democratically held, for their own agri
cultural stabilization committees, com
monly known as the farmer-elected com
mittees. 

I have here, for example, some quo
tations which I think are rather perti
nent to this question. 

At Columbia, S. C.-and I look at the 
Senator from South Carolir.a [Mr. JOHN
STONJ-Mr. Eisenhower said in 1952: 

The management and direction of the 
farm program, federally financed though it 
will be, must be turned over- to the farmer. 

At St. Cloud, Minn., the President, the 
then candidate, said: 

At Kasson, I had opportunity to outline 
a part of the farm program that the Re
publicans will support, urge, and operate. 

This is another part of it: 
That every kind of program adopted for 

the future will be farmer run, locally run. 

At New Orleans-the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] is here in the 
chamber, and I know he would be in
terested in this-Mr. Eisenhower speak
ing: 

What we need is to start from here and 
build a better program based on more farm
er participation. 

At Memphis-our friends from Ten
nessee would be most interested in 
this-Mr. Eisenhower said: 

I pledge you an administration that will 
cleanse all farm programs of partisan 
politics-

May I repeat tha~ 
I pledge you an administration that will 

cleanse all farm programs of partisan 
politics, that will decentralize their admin
istration, that will increase farmer participa
tion in their own programs. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Could it be that the way 
to cleanse the program of politics is to 
tell the farmers they cannot elect whom 
they want to elect to these committees? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sen
ator knows the farmers are the best 
judge of whom they want, and that 
this kind of rule which has been im
poEed is rank partisanship and rank ad
ministrative bureaucracy. 

Mr. LANGER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I -yield to the Sen· 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. It would be as sensi- . 
ble to say that after a Senator has .been 
elected once, he cannot run again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. As pointed out here, this has 
nothing to do with whether a commit
teeman is a Democrat or a Republican. 
In some States, most of the committee
men are obviously Republicans. In 
others, there may be some Democrats. 
I have not the slightest idea. We have 
not gone around giving political blood 
tests in order to determine whether or 
not the men the farmers want to elect 
to these committees have a right to. 
serve on them. 

So I boil my cause down to these two 
paragraphs. 

All my amendment says is that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has no right 
and should have no right to impose any 
limitation on the number of terms such 
committeemen serve, so long as they are 
democratically elected in a free election. 

Mr. LENNON. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. LENNON. Does the Senator 
kno·w of anything in which the farmers 
are more interested than the right to 
determine for themselves who shall 
manage their program? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know of no other 
subject that would be of such interest 
to them, and the farmers guard that 
right of theirs jealously, as they should, 
beca'.lse the county and local commit· 
tees have done a good job, and they have 
done it without much fanfare or her· 
aiding of their accomplishment. They 
have done an amazing job. 

Mr. LENNON. Madam President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LENNON. Does the Senator 

know of anything the Congress could 
do to hurt the program more than to 
say to the farmers of America, -"You 
cannot determine by your own selection 
those of you who are to manage the 
program"? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we were to say 
that to the farmers, we would be liter
ally insulting them, telling thein they 
did not know enough to conduct their 
own business. That is what I was about 
to say. Any Senator voting against ·this 
amendment is saying, in effect, that the 
farmers should ·no longer have the right 
to choose whoever they please to repre
sent them . . Surely I am not going to 
say that, and I do not think the ma
jority of the Senate will say that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sena
tor from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. Is 
it not true that the farmers of a par
ticular locality go to the committeemen 
for advice, wanting to know what to 
do about this and that concerning 
farming? · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed they do. 
The committeemen are looked upon as 
advisers and counselors of the whole 
farm program as it relates to price sup· 
ports and soil .conservation. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

That being so, is it not further true that 
the 3 years of experience will be worth 
a great deal to all the farmers in the 
immediate community? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course that is 
true. As a matter of fact, the farmer 
who is willing to take on these respon
sibilities renders a great public service. 
Those who are willing to serve as com
mitteemen should be honored at least 
with the privilege of being able to serve 
again if their community members want 
them to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret my time 
has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 5 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I hope the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota will not 
prevail. I think the Senator from Min
nesota is harking back in his memory to 
the time 4 years ago when the State 
PMA Committee of Minnesota instructed 
the county PMA committees to bring 
every community committeeman in to 
St. Paul, and offered to pay them $8 a 
day and their expenses for coming there 
to hear Secretary Brannan and the jun
ior Senator from Minnesota make 
speeches. That cost the farmers of Min
nesota about $40,000. The Senator from 
Minnesota and the Secretary of Agricul
ture, Secretary Brannan,. never men
tioned the ACP or the PMA program in 
the course of their speechc3. The Gen
eral Accounting Office, which. went into 
the matter, found that it was not illegal 
to hire 5,000 county committeemen to 
go to St. Paul for that purpose. 

Some of the committeemen wrote me 
and told me they had refused to take the 
money proffered them. They com
plained about the proceedings very 
vigorously. 

It seems that there was a grand cele
bration there, supposedly to discuss the 
PMA program, but the Secretary of Ag
riculture and the junior Senator from 
Minnesota never mentioned the PMA 
program in their speeches. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I will not. 
They talked plain politics, and nc th

ing else, and took $40,000 out of the 
pockets of the farmers of Minnesota. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I will not. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont refuses to yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I have limited time. 
I am telling the truth, and it can be 

verified from the RECORD. Look in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and also in the 
records of the General Accounting Of
flee. 

Mr. JOHNSTOl'~ of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Min
nesota apparently wants the good old 
days to come back but the Secretary of 
Agriculture has now undertaken a reor
ganization of those committees so that 
such a thing cannot recur. There is 
nothing in his order to prevent the farm
ers of a community or a county from 
electing whom they want on their com-

mittees, regardless of politics. There is 
an order that a county committeeman 
can serve 3 years, then he has to lay 
off 1 year, and then he can serve on the 
committee for another 3 years . . What is 
wrong with. that limitation? The Con
gress has limited the number of terms 
the President of the United States can 
serve. Most of our successful coopera
tives provide f6r rotation of their direc
tors. What is wrong with having a sound 
instead cf a purely political State ASC 
program? 

Madam President, how much time have 
I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A min
ute and a half. 

Mr. AIKEN. How much time has the 
other side remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro
ponents have no time remaining. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
I yield a minute on the bill to the Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. LONGJ. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, if I 
correctly understand the argument made 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, it boilG down to the fact that 
these committee chairmen, these farm
ers, should not have an opportunity to 
serve a third or fourth term even though 
the other farmers may want them to 
serve, because they happened to have 
heard a speech made by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY]. If 
that is the only argument against the 
amendment, we should adopt it. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
I yield 2 minutes on the bill to the Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I am rather surprised by the argument 
made by the Senator from Vermont. It 
has no more relevancy to the issue than 
the man in the moon. It is about as rele
vant to the issue as a trip to Mars. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Is that argument 

not typical of what we have seen hap
pening in the Senate today? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret to say 
that it is most untypical of what I had 
expected to see in the Senate Chamber. 
My friend, the Senator from Vermont, 
very well knows that the junior Senator 
from Minnesota at no time ever denied 
that he made a speech. I will say I made 
a good speech. 

Mr. AIKEN. · And a political speech. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. A good speech. If 

talking politics means talking about 90 
percent of parity, perhaps the Senator 
is right. I talked about good farm prin
ciples, and I talked about soil conserva
tion, and I talked on my own time. The 
Senator knows that those farm com
mitteemen had been there in conference 
for 2 or 3 days. He knows they had been 
·there listenint; to representatives of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and to 
representatives who have sat in the Sen
ate gallery, like Mr. Wooley, who was 
there, and talked to them. 

What did the Senator from Vermont 
expect me to talk about to farm people? 
I went there to talk about farm legis
lation. If the Senator from Vermont 
thinks that is politics, then that is the 

way he looks at this legislation. I gave 
them my views on price supports. Those 
views have not changed since, and they 
are not changing tonight. 

I say that the amendment does noth
ing more than ask the Secretary of 
Agriculture to permit the farmers to 
manage their own affairs. What the 
Senator from Minnesota said in 1951 or 
in 1950, or whenever it was, is wholly 
irrelevant to the situation before us. 
I repeat that what I said made enough 
good sense to the farmers so that at the 
end of my remarks the audience stood 
as one man and cheered what I had 
said. I venture to predict that the Sec
retary of Agriculture would not get such 
a reception in Minnesota, or in any other 
State. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
''nay" and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ]; the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Dela- . 
ware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY] , and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote, 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Alabama would 
vote "yea" and the Senator from Ver
mont would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
n~,ys 44, as follows: 

Anderson 
Burke 
Byrd 

·clements 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
George 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hill 

Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa. 

YEAS-45 
Holland Maybank 
Humphrey McCarran 
Jackson McClellan 
Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Kefauver Pastore 
Kennedy Robertson 
Kerr Russell 
Langer Smathers 
Lehman Stennis 
Lennon Symington 
Long Thye 
Magnuson Wiley 
Mansfield Young 

NAYs-44 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Gillette 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Ives 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Malone 
Martin 
McCarthy 

Millikin 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Sal tonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Williams 
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NOT VOTING-7 
Chavez Frear Sparkman 
Eastland Kilgore 
Flanders Monroney 

So Mr. HuMPHREY's amendment to the 
committee amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate reconsider the 
vote by which my amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JoHNSTON] to lay on the table the motion 
to reconsider of the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President. 
on this question I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Okla
home [Mr. MoNRONEY], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are nec
essarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If present 
and voting the Senator from Alabama 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Vermont would vote "nay." 

. The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Anderson 
Burke -
Byrd 
Clements 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hill 

Aiken 
Barrett 
B.'! all 
Bsnnett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
But1er 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crlppa 

YEA8-46 
Holland McCarran 
Humphrey McClellan 
Jackson Morse 
Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Kefauver Robertson 
Kennedy Russell 
Kerr Smathers 
Langer Stennis 
Lehman Symington 
Lennon Thye 
Long Wiley 
Magnuson Young 
Mansfield 
May bank 

NAYS-43 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Goldwater 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Ives 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Malone 
Martin 
McCarthy 
Millikin 

Mundt 
. Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Saltonsta ll 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Upton 
W atlcins 
Welker 
Williams 

Chavez 
Eastland 
Flanders 

NOT VOTING-7 
Frear 
Kilgore 
Monroney 

Sparkman 

So the motion of Mr. JoHNSTON of 
South Carolina to lay on the table 
Mr. HUMPHREY's motion to reconsider 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
offer my amendment No. 1, and ask that 
it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 36, line 14, 
before the period, it is proposed to insert 
the following: "and to the maintenance 
of a proper balance between soil con
serving and soil depleting crops on the 
farm." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. -President, this 
amendment would simply require the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in carrying out 
agricultural conservation programs, to 
give particular consideration to the 
maintenance of a proper balance be
tween soil conserving and soil depleting 
crops on the farm. I do not believe the 
amendment is at all controversial. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
offer rpy amendment No. 4, and ask that 
it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec
retary will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment, on page 24, lines 18 
and 19, it is proposed to strike out "to 
the extent he determines practicable" 
and insert "to the fullest extent prac
ticable." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
proposed amendment provides for a 
minor difference in words. Section 205 
of the committee amendment directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture to impose re
strictions on the use of diverted acreage 
"to the extent he determines practi
cable." This proposed amendment 
would simply direct the Secretary to im
pose such restrictions "to the fullest ex
tent practicable," thereby emphasizing 
the obligation of the Secretary to im
pose these restrictions. I do not believe 
the amendment is controversial. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. As I understand the 

section the Senator from Florida is dis·
cussing, it is with reference to the di
verted acres, meaning acres which are 
taken out of production of any particu
lar commodity. The Secretary will have 
authority to limit what can be grown 
upon those diverted acres. 

The point I desire to make is not in 
opposition to that principle, but is rather 
a question: What year is the Secretary 
going to use in figuring how many acres 
are classified as diverted? 

In other words, for example, as to cot
ton I understand that the Secretary is 
considering using the year 1953, which 
was a very large year of production. If 

the farmer is forced to reduce 50 acres 
from a 100-acre crop in 1953, he would 
have 50 diverted acres subject to this 
control-1954 would be a smaller acreage 
year. If the farmer could have the 1954 
acreage figured in, he would not have 
such a large number of the so-called di
verted acres. Is the Senator familiar 
with that phase of the problem? 
· Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 

wish I could give a categorical answer 
to my friend from Mississippi. My own 
opinion is that this provision would apply 
from year to year; that a reduction made 
in any particular year would have ap
plied to it this condition for the next 
year. But on this point I would much 
prefer to have the opinion of the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and the Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
since they collaborated in the drafting 
of the original wording. 

Mr. STENNIS. I value the opinions 
of both those Senators. However, the 
point I wish to make is that I understand 
the Secretary of Agriculture is using the 
year 1953, which I respectfully submit 
would be somewhat out of line. Why 
should we not take. 1954, if we are to use 
only one year for the purpose of making 
the comparison? I am trying to offer 
constructive suggestions, without trying 
to defeat the purpose the Senator has in 
mind. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the attitude of the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

While my change of wording would 
not affect the situation one way or the 
other, I have expressed the opinion that 
this condition would continue from year 
to year. This means that a reduction 
made this year, looking to next year, 
would divert certain acres. As to those 
particular diverted acres, this control 
would apply for the following year. 

I ask if the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] have the' same 
idea? 

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senator from 
Florida has described the situation as 
it is. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 
Florida will yield further, would the Sen
ator from Florida or the Senator from 
Vermont object to inserting an amend
ment specifying that this control con
tinues from year to year, starting in 
1954? If that is too narrow, I propose 
to make it cover 1952, 1953, and 1954. 

My point is that I believe 1953 as a 
standard would be unduly harsh. 

Mr. AIKEN. I doubt, Mr. President, 
if we could find any one year which 
would reflect equitable conditions for all 
parts of the country at the same time. I 
think the Secretary has discretion to 
take that fact into consideration in lay
ing out his program. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 
Florida will yield further, Mr. President, 
it seems it is agreed that this control 
should continue from year to year after 
these reductions start. If that is too 
narrow a time limit, let us extend it to 
cover at least 3 years, so that there will 
be some kind of congi·essional expression 
without a definite limitation on the Sec
retary. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 
suggested that the Senator from New 
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Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] should also ex
press his opinion; and I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to the Senator 
from New .Mexico on that point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If the Senator will 
permit me to say so, I do not think 3 
years would be an appropriate period of 
time. I think it is in the year when 
cotton is taken out of production that 
one should worry about the whole propo
sition. The way it should be considered 
is from year to year. 

Mr. STENNIS. That would suit the 
Senator from Mississippi splendidly. 
What I am trying to a void is having only 
the year 1953 considered. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should think it 
ought to be possible to establish enough 
legislative history so that the Secretary 
of Agriculture would not try to use the 
year 1953 alone. I do not think that is 
the purpose at all. It is not the way it 
should be interpreted, anyway. 

Mr. STENNIS. Do I understand that 
the Senator from Vermont agrees to the 
interpretation given by the Senator from 
New Mexico? 

Mr. AIKEN. I would accept the judg
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
on the question. The Senator from 
Vermont will have to admit that he has 
not studied this particular matter suf
ficiently to form an opinion, and he re
lies upon the opinion of the Senator 
from New Mexico, because I know he has 
been studying that part of the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from 
Mississippi has a question on that point, 
I sl'lould like to inform him that it would 
not in any wise be affected by the amend
ment I have offered. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 

for a vote on my amendment. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
that my amendment . No. 3, designated 
"8-4-54-C", be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
.will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 28, between lines 3 
and 4, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

SEc. 307. Section 348 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 348. (a) Any person who knowingly 
plants any basic agricultural commodity on 
his farm in any year in excess of the farm 
acreage allotment for such commodity for 
the farm for such year under this title shall 
not be eligible for any payment for such 
year under the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act, as amended. 

"(b) Persons applying for any payment of 
money under the Soil Conservation and Do
mestic Allotment Act, as amended, with re
spect to any farm located in a county in 
which any basic agricultural commodit'y has 
been planted during the year for which such 
payment is offered, shall file with the appli
cation a statement that the applicant has not 
knowingly planted, during the current year, 
any basic agricultural commodity on land 

C--877 

on his farm in excess of the acreage allotted 
to the farm under this title for such year." 

Renumber succeeding sections accordingly. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
amendment may be controversial. I 
hope it will not be so. Under the present 
law a similar provision applies to cotton 
acreage, but does not apply to other acre
age. The intent of the amendment is 
to make the same :;;Jrovision apply to 
other commodities, namely, that anyone 
who knowingly exceeds his acreage allot
ment for the other commodities, just as 
is provided in the case of cotton, shall be 
ineligible for payments under the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, as ·amended. In other words, the 
purpose of the amendment is to put those 
persons who deliberately exceed their 
allotments on exactly the same basis as 
is applicable to cotton farmers who do so. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. As we are operating 
under allotted time, I ask the Senator 
from Florida to yield me sufficient time 
so that I may say a word with reference 
to the matter which was discussed in 
the colloquy between me, the Senator 
from Vermont, and the Senator from 
New Mexico. I am relying on their as
surances of what they think is a sound 
rule for ascertaining the number of di
verted acres, which is that they should 
not be ascertained by considering a pre
vious year when. controls were not in 
effect, but that the ascertainment of 
diverted acreage for 1 year should be 
based upon the acreage allotments for 
the preceding year. I shall not insist 
that such a provision be written into law. 
I think it would be difficult to word sat
isfactorily. I think we have an under
standing that is satisfactory to all par
ties, and I rest my case on that, with 
especial thanks to the Senators for their 
reassurances. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to re
iterate that I do not believe under any 
circumstances should a previous year be 
considered, if that is what the distin
guished Senator meaps. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL
LAND] to the committee amendment on 
page 28, between lines 3 and 4. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 34, in line 9, it is 
proposed to change the period to a semi
colon and insert: 

Provided, That this prohibition shall not 
apply to such commodities when shipped 
into continental United States from the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico or any Terri
tory or possession of the United States where 
this act has force and effect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. The amendment 

is offered only because the Commission 
from Puerto Rico is afraid that a mar
keting quota provided in an amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Florida 
might be considered as stopping im
portations from Hawaii and from Puerto 
Rico into the United States. 

I am asking the able chairman of the 
committee to take this amendment to 
conference to see if the fears of the Com
missioner from Puerto Rico are well 
founded. If they are, the amendment 
ought to be made part of the law. Other
wise, it should be left out. I do not think 
it was the intention of the Senator from 
Florida to bar Puerto Rican products. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There was no inten
tion whatever in the wording employed 
in that particular provision or in the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari
zona to apply to any imports except 
those from foreign countries, and, of 
course, Puerto Rico, Alaska, Hawaii, and 
the Virgin Islands are Territories of 
the United States and would not be 
affected in anywise by the wording to 
which the Senator refers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I accept 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico. It is obviously intended to cor
rent an omission in the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] to the committee amend
ment, on page 34, line 9. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk, on behalf of myself and 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] an amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk . 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment, on page 34, between lines 20 
and 21, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing: 
· SEC. 402. The Agricultural Marketing Agree
ment Act of 1937 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

"SEC. 7. (a) The purpose of this section is 
to remove those barriers to the free move
ment of milk and milk products in inter
state commerce which now exist because of 
milk marketing agreements and orders issued 
under this act, and because of various State 
and local sanitation requirements; and to 
provide uniform sanitation standards gov
erning milk and milk products shipped in 
interstate commerce. 

"(b) The Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service shall prescribe uniform sani
tation standards governing the production 
and handling of milk and milk products 
shipped in interstate commerce. As used in 
this section the term 'sanitary milk or milk 
products' means millr or milk products pro
duced in a State whose chief agricultural 
officer has certified to the Secretary of Agri
culture of the United States that milk and 
milk' products produced in such State are 
produced and handled in compliance with 
the standards prescribed under this subsec
tion. 
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"'(c) No marketing agreement or orier 

issued under this act shall appl~' to, or be 
effective in, any marketing area in which 
any Federal, State, or local restrictions oper .:. 
ate to prevent the free marketing · of sani
tary milk or milk products shipped into such 
area in interstate commerce. 

"(d) No Federal, Sta te , or local law shall 
operate to prevent the free marketing, in 
any area of the United States, of sanitary 
milk or milk products shipped into such area 
in interstate commerce." 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is the purpose of 
the amendment to destroy the sanitary 
laws of the District of Columbia, so milk 
from Wisconsin and Minnesota may be 
shipped into the District of Columbia 
without inspection by the health officers 
of the District of Columbia, as is now 
required? Is that the purpose of the 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, that is not the 
purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is not that what 
the purpose is? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Why is it desired 

to destroy all the local inspection laws, 
so that milk from the State of Minne
sota can be shipped into the District 
of Columbia, when such milk cannot 
now be shipped because of the inspec
tion laws? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall speak to 
that question if the Senator from Vir
ginia will permit me to do so. 

Mr. President, I was expecting that 
there would be a certain amount of dis
cussion of the amendment. 

I desire to address myself to the 
amendment for a moment, and then I 
shall yield to the distinguished junior 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN]. 

Mr. President, I have submitted the 
amendment so as to afford an opportu
nity to eliminate milk marketing bar
riers which are depriving consumers of 
low -cost milk. 

Mr. President, there are two forms of 
milk price supports. Areas producing· 
milk mainly for manufactured dairy 
products get support through the pur
chase and loan program which this ad
ministration has drastically slashed to . 
75 percent of parity. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
at this time, so that while a number of 
Senators are in the Chamber, we may 
have the yeas and nays ordered on the 
question of agreeing to this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do 
not yield for that purpose at this time. 

Mr. President, many of our major 
milk-producing areas surrounding met
I"opolitan cities, however, get similar sup
port through milk-marketing agreements 
fixing consumer prices. 

Despite all the talk about getting lower 
prices to consumers, nothing at all has 
been done in this farm bill about getting 
milk prices down in our great cities
down enough to increase consumption to 
the point where the surplus could be 
wiped out. In fact, the debate is replete 
with evidence that despite the lower 
prices paid to the farmers who produce 
milk, the price of milk in the cit ies has 

continued to rise. That evidence has 
been presented a number of times by 
several Senators in connection with the 
debate on the dairy portion of this 
measure. 

If we could bring about a lower price 
for milk, we would literally be able to 
wipe out much of the surplus, because 
the surplus is due primarily to the in
ability to ship milk and thus to have 
more milk consumed. As a result, much 
of the milk has been converted into man
ufactured products. 

Mr. President, I have heard it said 
many times that the loan and purchase 
program has primarily been focused 
upon the Midwestern States, insofar as 
milk is concerned. Of course, that is 
true, because that area is one which pro
duces milk in surplus quantities, and that 
area is unable to consume all the milk 
it produces, and therefore much of the 
milk produced in that area has to be 
converted into manufactured products. 
At the same time, milk has been sell
ing at ever-rising or ever-increasing 
prices in many of the metropolitan 
areas, although in the country as a whole 
there is an abundance of milk which 
could be used to keep milk prices in line 
with the supply. 

Mr. President, we know that we could 
produce milk and provide it to city con
sumers for less than they are now pay
ing, if it were not for the artificial bar
riers shutting out Midwest milk from 
eastern cities. 

If it is right to cut price supports 
on our Midwest dairy products, it seems 
only just to end restrictions on the sale 
of milk products anywhere in the United 
States. It seems unfair to provide a spe
cial kind of protection to a limited group 
of milk producers, at the expense of 
consumers. That is what this adminis
tration is now doing. 

As the situation now stands, local 
fiuid-milk producers in fiuid milksheds 
operating under Federal orders are 
building walls around their areas and 
are · excluding qualified milk from pro
ducers who can sell it cheaper. 

None of us wants to undermine health 
precautions, but we do not want local 
health regulations misused to protect a 
monopoly, such as has been done in some 
instances. 

My amendment proposes uniform na
tional health standards for milk, as pro
vided by the Public Health Service. 
Under my amendment, any milk meet
ing those standards could be marketed 
anywhere in the United States. 

Mr. President, since reference has been 
made to the situation in the District of 
Columbia-although, to be frank about 
the matter, I did not particularly have 
in mind the situation in the District of 
Columbia, because the District of Colum
bia is one of many large metropolitan 
areas in the United States-let me point 
out that the District of Columbia is a 
Federal district; and if there is any part 
of the Nation which should be under 
Federal supervision, it is the District of 
Columbia. No matter how one may con
sider this matter the health authorities 
of the District of Columbia certainly are 
subject to the Federal law and the ac
tivities of the Federal agencies. 

If the administration really believes 
what it says about opposing· dairy prod-

uct price supports because they keep 
dairy products from the consumers, then 
it should support, rather than oppose, 
my amendment to end milk-marketing 
barriers which are forcing artificially 
high fiuid-milk prices in the cities. 

Why should some milk producers have 
such price protection, when it is denied 
producers in the Midwest? Why should 
consumers be denied low-cost milk by 
such artificial barriers? 

Mr. President, let me say that the 
purpose of the Federal milk-marketing 
orders was to assure that there would 
be available a sufficient quantity of milk 
for the larger centers of population. 
The purpose was to be helpful, to assure 
a good standard of milk delivery for 
consumers. But I say those orders have 
been abused in many areas, and cer
tainly they are properly subject to a com
p:ete restudy. Likewise, such legisla
tion now on the statute books needs to 
be examined. 

Mr. President, at this time I yield to 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the Senator from Min
nesota will agree with me that this is a 
very late hour at which to be taking up 
this matter, in connection with the farm 
bill. If, as the Senator from California 
[Mr. KNOWLAND] has suggested, we are 
to have a yea-and-nay vote on this 
amendment, I must state that I shall be 
compelled to vote against the amend
ment. I think a study should be made 
of the matter; the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry should study it. 
But it is now too late to have that done 
at this session. 

Certainly there is a great deal to be 
said for the milk-marketing orders. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed so, and I 
do not wish anything I have said to be 
regarded as a statement that I do not be
lieve the milk-marketing orders are de
sirable. I simply say that some stand
ards which have grown up around them 
have more or less perverted their use and 
application, so that they no longer serve 
the need which they were established to 
serve. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is true. 
However, I point out that where the 
milk-marketing orders are working best, 
we have not had the least trouble in ob
taining an adequate supply of milk, be
cause actually there is a surplus of milk, 
when it is properly made available, 
especially when it is properly made avail
able to the children who need it. 

So I hope the Senator from Minnesota 
will agree to withdraw his amendment, 
because if he does not, and if the amend
mel)t is voted on at this time by a yea
and-nay vote, he will force many of us 
who believe in the principle of the Fed
eral milk-marketing orders to vote as if 
we did not believe in them, for it is now 
too late to have the matter properly 
studied at this session. 

So, I hope the Senator from Minnesota 
will permit a voice vote to be taken on 
his amendment, and thus will not re
quire that more time be consumed at 
this point. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
repeat that I do not wish anything I 
have said to be regarded as indicating 
that I do not believe the Federal milk-
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marketing orders are desirable. ·They 
are desirable, and they have their place; 
and they have been devised for the pur
pose of providing consumers with an ade
quate supply of the fine food which is 
milk. 

But I contend that, in the name of 
health, there have been established 
standards which have ceased to be prop
er standards, but have become barriers, 
more or less little tariff walls, which 
have prevented the free flow of milk in 
commerce in the United States. 

Mr. President, I do not seek to prolong 
the debate. I am perfectly willing to 
have a voice vote taken upon my amend
ment, and thus let the Senate decide as 
it chooses. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let 
me suggest to the distinguished majority 
leader that if he is willing to have a voice 
vote taken on the amendment, we shall 
be able to save a great deal of time for 
al~ Members. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield 2 minates 
to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. THYE. In all frankness, I must 

state that in sreaking at this time, I 
shalf be speaking in support of the posi:.. 
tion of the chairman of the committee 
in regard to the amendment of the Sen
a tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, under the 

circumstances, I shall yield time to the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYEJ. 
Let me inquire how much time he would 
like to have me yield to him. 

Mr. THYE. Approximately 3 min
utes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Very well; I yield 3 min
utes to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The senior 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there is 
merit in the amendment of my colleague. 
However, it should be submitted, not in 
the form of an amendment to the pend
ing bill, but in the form of a bill which 
would be referred to the appropriate 
committee, which committee should hold 

hearings on it. In that way it would 
be possible to develop the facts regarding 
the interstate shipment of milk. 

But at this time, in the course of de
bate on the floor of the Senate, we · 
cannot give proper attention to all the 
factors involved. Therefore, under the 
circumstances I would have to vote 
against the amendment. 

Thus, Mr. President, I should like to 
see the amendment withdrawn, because 
if it is voted down at this time, by means 
of a yea-and-nay vote, the vote is cer
tain to be misunderstood. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on ag-reeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY J to the committee amend
ment, on page 34, between lines 20 and 
21. [Putting the question.] 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment marked "8-9-54-
L," and offer it to the committee amend
ment, and ask that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment submitted to the committee amend
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment on page 25, in line 
10, after "Sec. 301", it is proposed to 
insert "(a).'' 

On page 25, between lines 16 and 17, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

(b) Section 301 (a) (1) (G) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out "six-year period" and insert· 
ing in lieu thereof "seven-year period." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be
fore I presented my amendment I had 
the advice and counsel of the committee 
in its preparation. There was a mistake 
made, and I ask unanimous consent to 
modify my amendment in line 2 so that 
it will read: 

On page 25, line 15, strike out "1955" and 
insert "1956." 

Retaining the other language in the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be modified as requested. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will send a cor
rect copy to the desk for the RECORD. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator 
state the number of his amendment 
again? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is designated 
"8-9-54-L.'' 

Mr. President, the purpose of this 
amendment can be stated very quickly. 
Its purpose is to continue the use of the 
old parity, if higher, for basic commod
ities through 1956. That is what the 
amendment amounts to. The present 
law permits the continuation of the old 
parity formula through 1955. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Through 1954. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. This would con

tinue it through 1956. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It · 

would extend it 2 years. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I seek by this 

amendment to extend for another year 
the present old parity formula on basic 
commodities, instead of shifting to the 
so-called modernized parity next year. 
The farmers cannot stand a triple blow 
to their pocketbooks, and that is appar
ently what will happen as a result of the 
passage of this bill. 

First, on many of the basic commodi
ties there are acreage allotments. There 
have been 2 or 3 of them in the case of 
wheat. We have had them on cotton; 
we have had them on corn; we have had 
them on other commodities. 

Then we reduce ~he price supports 
from 90 percent to 82% percent. 

Then we provide for the coming into 
being and into application of the mod
ernized parity, which actually will fur
ther reduce the level of price supports. 

The reduction of the level of price 
supports to 82% percent, as I have said, 
has added an extra burden in the com
.ing year. 

The :east we can do is to defer for one 
more year the change in parity formula, 
so as to prevent all these drastic blows 
to farm income going into effect at one 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECORD at this point 
a table of average prices received by . 
farmers for farm products on June 15, 
1954, with comparisons. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the :r:tEcoRn, 
as follows: 

Average prices received by farmers for fat·m products, United States, June 15, 1951,., with comparisons 

Commodity and un!t 

Avo<>go I 
August January Junp, 15, May 15, June 15, 
1909- 1947- 1953 1954 1954 

Commodity and unit 

Average 

August January June 15, May 15, June 15..' 
1009- 1947- 1953 1954 1954 

July Decem- July Decem-
1914 ber 1949 1914 ber 1949 

--------------1--------------- ----------------1---------------
Wheat, per busheL ______________ dollars .. 0.884 2.14 1. 88 2.00 1. 91 Hogs, per bundredweigbt. __ ___ __ dollars __ 7.27 21.90 22.80 25.70 :a. 70 
Rye, per busbeL. __________________ do ____ o. 720 1. 82 1.28 1. 02 0. 990 Beef cattle, per hundredweight. ____ do ____ 5. 42 20.20 16.00 17.60 16.90 
Rice (rough), per hundredweigbt ... do ____ 1. 81 5.38 6. 70 4. 88 4.18 Calves, per hundredweight_ _______ _ do ____ 6. 75 22.60 16.50 18.40 17.50 Corn, per busheL __________________ do ____ 0. 642 1. 64 1.46 1. 47 1. 49 Sheep. per hundredweight_ ___ _____ do .... 4. 53 !?. 15 6.39 7. 01 6. 66 Oats, per busheL ___________________ clo ____ o. 399 0. 852 o. 705 o. 766 0. 735 Lambs, per hundredweight. _______ do ____ 5. 88 21.90 21.80 21.80 20.30 
Barley, per busheL ________________ do ____ o. 619 1.37 1.16 1. 08 1. 05 Butterfat, in cream, per pound .... cents .. 26.3 71.2 65.0 56.2 55.9 
Sorghum, grain, per htmdredweight.do ____ 1. 21 2. 53 2.39 2. 47 2. 27 All milk, wholesale, per hundredweight 
Hay, all baled, per ton . ____________ do ____ 22.40 20.80 21.80 20.40 dollars .. I. 60 4. 42 3. 90 3. 51 3. 48 
Cotton, American upland, per pound Milk, ret::~il, per quart _____________ cents .. 6. 8 18.3 20.4 20.0 19.0 

.cents __ 12.4 31.21 31.51 32.17 32.31 All chickens, live, per pound _______ do ____ 11.4 29.3 25.2 22.5 22.6 
Cotton, American-Egyptian, per pound Farm chickens, live, per pouud.do ____ 27.7 22.9 19.6 18.9 

cents .. -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- Commerrial broilers, live, per pound 
Cottonseed, per ton . ___ _____ __ ___ dollars __ 22.55 71.60 61.20 51.40 51.40 do ____ 32.1 26.2 23.5 24.2 
Soybeans, per busheL ________ ___ ___ do ____ 

----4~8-
2.84 2. 66 3. 55 3. 49 Turkeys, live, per pound ___________ do.c .. 14.4 37.0 31.7 30.5 30.1 

Peanuts, per pound _____ _________ __ cents __ 10.2 11.1 11.2 11.2 Eggs, per dozen ____________________ do ____ 21.5 46.6 45.7 33.1 32.9 
Flaxseed, per busheL ____________ dollars __ 1. 69 5.54 3. 33 3.64 3.48 Wool, per pouud ___________________ do ____ 18.3 46.0 56.0 54.3 55.2 
Potatoes, per busheL ______ _______ __ do ____ 0. 681 1. 48 0.838 1.34 1. 51 Adjusted for seasonal variation: 
Sweetpotatoes, per busheL _________ do ____ 0.878 2. 36 3. 98 2.63 2. 70 Butterfat, in cream, per pound .. do ____ -------- -------- 71.0 58.5 58. 8 
Beans, dry, edible, per hundredweight All milk, wholesale, per hundred-

dollars .. 3. 37 r. 92 9. 30 1'.12 8.03 weight ___________________ .. dollars __ -------- -------- 4.38 3. 90 3. 87 
Peas, dry, field, per bundredweigbt.do ____ 4. 60 5.86 4. 47 4. 51 Eggs, per dozen ________ _______ cents __ 50.2 37. 6 36.6 
.A-pples, per busheL ------------- -- -do .... 0. 96 2.39 3. 25 3. 44 3. 54 

Source: Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA. 



13934 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 10 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask consent to have printed another 
table, showing how farm prices have 

fallen from the pre-Korean base period, 
and a table showing how far such prices 
h~ve declined since the 1952 harvest. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

P rices rece1:ved by farmers mostly down from pre-Korea base pe1·iod 

[Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture] 

Commodity 1947-49 June 15, Percentage change Commodity 1947-49 June 15, Percentage change average 1954 average 1954 

Wheat, per busheL ________________________ *2.14 $1.91 Down 11 percent. CJalves. per hundrcdwright _________________ ~22. 60 U7.50 Down 23 percent. Rye, per busheL ________ ______ _____________ 1. 82 .990 Down 46 percent. Wool. per pound __ _____________ ___ __ ______ _ . 46 . 55 Up 20 percent. 
Corn, per busheL ___ ____ ___________________ 1. 64 1. 49 Down 9 percent. Lambs, per hundredweight_ ___ ____________ 21.90 20.30 Down 7 percent. 
Rice, per hundredweight_ __________________ 5. 28 4.18 Down 22 percent. Sweetpotatoes ______________________________ 2. 36 2. 70 Up 14 percent. 
Oats, per busheL __ ---------------- -------- . 85 . 735 Down 13 percent . All milk, wholesale, per hundredweight__ ___ 4. 42 3. 48 Down 21 percent. Barley, per busheL ________________________ 1. 37 1. 05 Down 23 percent. All chickens. live. per pound _______________ . 29 . 23 Do . 
Grain sorghum, per hundredweight __ ______ 2. 53 2.27 Down Hl percent. Eggs, per dozen __ _________________________ _ .47 • 34 Down 28 percent . 
Baled hay, per ton _______ __________ ________ 22.40 20.40 Down 9 percent. 
Butterfat in cream. per pound ____ __ _______ .71 . 56 Down 21 percent . Index Cotton. per pound _______ _____________ _____ . 31 . 32 Up 3 percent . 
Cottonseed, per ton __ ______ ___ ------- ----- - 71.10 51.40 Down 28 prrcent. 
Soybeans, per busheL __ ___________ __ ___ ___ 2. 84 3.49 Up 23 percrnt. Average of all farm products _______________ ~71 248 Down 8 percent. 
Flaxseed, per busheL---------------------- 5. 34 3. 48 Down 35 prrcent. Food grains _________ ------------------- ~46 H6 Down 12 percent. Pcanut.1'. per pound ___ __ ___________________ 10.2 11.2 Up 9 percent. Feed grains and hay_------------------ 230 ~05 Down 11 percent. 
Beans, dry edible, per bundi·edweight_ _____ 9. 92 E. 03 Down 19 percent. All crops _______________________________ 

~47 ~44 Down 1 percent. 
Potatoes. per busheL---------------------- 1. 48 l..'il Up 2 percent. Meat animals __________ ________________ 334 ~99 Down 10 percent. 
Hogs, per hundredweight_ _________ ________ 21.90 21.70 Down 1 percent. Dairy products __ - --------------------- 275 ~29 Down 17 percent. 
Beefcattle, per hundredweight_ ____________ 20.20 16.90 Down 16 percent. All livestock and products_---------------- ~92 251 Down 14 percent. 

PARITY RATIO OF PRICES RECEIVED TO PRICES PAID BY FARMERS 

1935-39 average_------- _____ ------ ______________ ---------------------- __ ------ 86 
1947-49 average_----- --------- ----------------- ------------------------ ---- --- 108 Oct. 15, 1952. _____ ------ ________________________ -- _ ---- _ --- _ -- _ --- __ -- __ __ _ _ __ 99 

Jan. 15, 1954 ___ - -------------- __________________________________ -------------- 92 
Feb. 15, 1954 ____ ______________ --------------------------------- ___ ------------ 91 
June 15, 1954 ____________________ ------------ ________ . ____________ -------------- 88 

Oct. 15, 1953 __ -------- ____________ -------- __ ------------ _____ __ _____ ---------- 91 

P rices received by farmers mostly down since 1952 harve~t season 

[Figures from -Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. Department oi Agriculture] 

Commodity 
Oct. 15, June 15, 

Commodity 
Oct. 15, 

1952 
price 

June 15, 
1952 1954 Percentage change 1954 Percentage change 
price price price 

WheaL ______________________ _ per busheL_ 
Rye __ __ ----·--- -------------- __ ______ do __ _ _ 
Corn __ ______ ______________ ----- -- ___ do.---
Rice ___________________ per hundredweight __ 
Oats _____ ------ ----------------P<.'r busheL. 
Barley·- ____ _ ---------- _____ --- - ____ .do ___ _ 
Grain sorghum ________ per hundredweight._ 
Baled ha.y _________________________ per ton __ 
Butterfat, in cream ____________ per pound __ 
Cotton . _____________________________ do ___ _ 
Cottonseed _____ --------------- __ _ per ton __ 
Soybeans _____ ____ _ ------- _____ per busheL_ 
Flaxseed ______ _____ _________ _________ do __ _ _ 
Peanuts _______________________ pe•· pound __ 
Beans, dry, edible __ __ per btmdredweigbt__ 
Potatoes _______________________ oer busheL_ 
Hozs ____ _____________ per hundredweight__ 
Beef cattle ______ ________ __ ----- ______ do ___ _ 
Calves ____ ______ -----------_---------do_---

$2.07 
1. 74 
1.53 
5. 76 
. 83 

1. 42 
2.87 

25.60 
. 735 
. 3703 

70.70 
2. 71 
3. 73 

.111 
8.48 
2.11 

18.60 
22.00 
23.80 

Index of p1·ices received tor all commodities 
and index of prices paid by farmeTs 
(1910-14=190) and index of parity ratio 

Index Oct. 15, Jan. 15; June 15, 
1952 1953 1954 

Prices received _________ ::'82 267 248 
Prices paid _____________ 284 282 282 
Parity ratio_----------- 100 95 88 

Mr. HUMPHREY. By contrast, Mr. 
President, the prices farmers pay for 
the articles they purchase are still ris
ing. I ask unanimous consent to insert 
in the RECORD a table on the index of 
prices paid by farmers, COPlParing 1952 
and 1954levels with the 1947-49 average. 

$1.91 
.990 

1.49 
4.18 
. 735 

1. OS 
2. 27 

20.40 
. 559 
. 3231 

51.40 
3. 49 
3. 48 
.112 

8.03 
1. 51 

21.70 
16.90 
17.50 

Down 8 percent. 
Down 43 percent. 
Down 3 percent. 
Down 27 percent. 
Down 11 percent . 
Down 27 percent. 
Down 21 percent. 
Down 20 percent. 
Down 24 percent . 
Down 13 percent . 
Down 28 percent. 
Up 29 percent. 
Down 7 percent. 
Up slightly. 
Down 5 percent. 
Down 28 percent. 
Up 17 percent. 
Down 23 percent. 
Down 26 percent. 

Wool ___ _______________ _____ ___ per pound __ 
Lambs ___________ ____ _ per hundredweight__ 
Sweetpotatoes_ ---------- ______ per busheL_ 
All milk, wholcsale ___ per hundredweight __ 
All chickens, live ______________ per pound __ 
Eggs_ --------------------------Per dozen __ 

Average of all farm produc~s ____ _______ __ _ _ 
Food grains----------------- -------------
F~>ed grains and hay_----------------------
All crops ___ ----- ---------------------------
Meat animals _ ---------------------------
Dairy products._--------------------------Alllivestock and products __ __ ____________ _ 

3:0.504 
22. ~0 

2. 94 
5. 30 
.242 
. 504 

282 
240 
219 
260 
328 
316 
301 

3:0.552 
20.30 

2. 70 
3.48 

. 226 
• 329 

Up 10 percent. 
Down 9 percent. 
Down 8 percent. 
Down 34 percent. 
Down 7 percent. 
Down 35 percent . 

Index 

248 Down 13 percent. 
216 Down 10 percent. 
205 Down 6 percent. 
244 Do. 
299 Down 9 percent. 
229 Down 28 percent. 
251 Down 17 percent. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Prices paid, still rising-Index of prices paid 
by farmers (1910-14=100)-Continued 

Prices paid, still rising-Index of p1·ices paid 
by farmers (1910-14 = 100) 

(Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA! 

Item 1947-49 Oct. 15, June 15, 
a vcrage 1952 1 1954 1 

-------1---------
Average of alL _________ _ 
T axes ___ ---------------
Interest_ _______ --------
Production items ___ ___ _ 
Family living items ___ _ 
Clothing ______________ _ 
Autos and auto sup-

plies _________ ------- --
Farm machjnery ______ _ 
Farm supplies _______ __ _ 
Building and fencing __ _ 

250 
270 

79 
237 
244 
285 

233 
239 
235 
296 

284 282 
353 391 
107 128 
269 252 
269 275 
301 307 

282 291 
310 313 
284 2i7 
350 348 

Item 1947-49 Oct. 15 June 15, 
average 1952 I 1954 1 

---------1---- --------
Fertilizer ______________ _ 
Household operation __ _ 

1 '- r latest availab~c figure. 

143 
178 

157 
11l0 

155 
196 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So that we may 
compare average prices received at pres
ent with existing parity prices, Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent to in
sert in the RECORD still another table at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows. 
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Effective parity prices for fa1'm products, and average prices received as percentages of effective parity .prices, United States, J une 15, 1954, 

· with comparisons 

Effective Average prices 
Base parity prices :? J>;i~;n~~f~~ 

Effective Average prices 
Base parity prices :lfa~~~~~~~~ 

Commodity and unit period l---,....----l---.,------11 
prices 

Commodity and ullit ~~1~~ 1---.,----·1---..,----

May 15, June 15, May 15, June 15, May 15, June 15, May 15, June 15, 
1954 1954 1954 1954 1954 1954 1954 1954 

Cotton, American upland, per pound 
hundredweight__ 12.4 35.09 

Wheat, per busheL __ _______ _____ dollars __ 0. 884 2. 50 
Rice, per hundredweight _________ "_do ____ 1. 94 5. 51 
Corn, per busheL __ _________ ______ do ____ 0.642 1. 82 
Peanuts, per pound _____ hundredweight __ 4.8 13.6 
Tobacco, per pound: 

Flue-cured, types 11-14 _________ do ____ 18.8 53.4 
Fire-cured, types 21-24 ________ do ____ 2. 3 34.9 
Burley, type 3L __________ _____ do ____ 18.2 51.7 

Potatoes, per busheL ____________ dollars __ 0. 535 1. 52 
Butterfat, in cream, per pound ____ cents __ 26. 5 75.3 
All milk, wholesale, per hundredweight, 

dollars __ 1. 68 4. 77 
Wool, per pound __________________ cents __ 20.9 59.4 
Honey, wholesale, per po.und: Comb _____________________ ____ _ do ____ 11.3 32.1 

Extracted. ____ ------------- __ __ do ____ 5.66 16.1 
Barley, per busheL . __ ___________ dollars __ 0.484 1. 37 
Beans, dry, edible, per hundredweight 

9.12 dollars __ 3. 21 

1 Not available. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
the face of such documented declines
and these tables show the price decline 
which has been alluded to time after 
time in this debate, and there is no point 
in restating it-we are confronted with 
proposals to shift to a modernized parity 
formula which obviously will mean still 
further reductions. 

1 therefore ask consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a table comparing the old 
and modernized parity on various com
modities, together with an exampie of 
what they would be if we accepted for 
agriculture the same 194·1-49 base pe-

---1---1---11-------------1-----------
Cottonseed, per ton . _____________ dollars __ 25.50 72.40 71.90 71 71 

34.97 92 92 Flaxseed, per busheL _______________ do ____ 1.60 4. 54 4. 51 80 77 
2.49 80 77 Oats, per busheL ___ ______ _________ do ____ 0. 311 0.883 0. 877 87 84 
5. 47 89 76 Rye, per busheL ___________________ do ____ 0.605 1. 72 1. 71 59 58 
1. 81 81 82 Sorghum, grain, per hundredweight 
13.5 82 83 dollars __ 1. 21 2. 56 2. 56 96 89 Soybeans, per busheL ______________ do ____ 1.00 2.84 2.82 125 124 
53.0 (1) (I) Sweetpotatoes, per busheL _________ do ____ 0.988 2. 81 2. 79 94 97 
34.7 (1) (1) Beef cattle, per hundredweight_ ____ do ____ 7. 50 21.30 21.20 83 80 
51.3 (1) (1) Calves, per hundredweight _________ do ____ 8.28 23.50 23.30 78 75 
1. 51 88 100 All chickens, live, per------- --- -- - cents __ 10.6 30.1 29.9 75 76 

74. 7 78 79 pound 
Eggs, per dozen ___________ ___ __ __ __ do ____ 16.6 47.1 46.8 80 78 

4. 74 82 82 Hogs, per hundredweight_ ___ __ __ dollars __ 7.34 20.80 20.70 124 105 
58.9 91 94 Lambs, per hundredweight_ _______ do ____ 8.16 23.20 23. 00 94 88 

Sheep, per hundredweight ______ ___ do ____ 3. 64 10.30 10.30 68 65 
31.9 -------- -------- Turkeys, live, per --------------- cents __ 13.4 38.1 37.8 80 80 
16.0 -------- -------- pound 
1.36 79 77 

9.05 89 89 

riod used by labor for figuring costs of 
living, and a quotation from the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YouNG] on that 
subject, taken from the hearings before 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the docu
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows: 

showing a comparison of what parity would 
be if parity were determined on the same 
base period as labor is using in figuring cost 
of living, and so forth, that is the 1947-49 
period. I understand the Federal Reserve 
System uses the same period. 

EXCERPTS FROM HEARINGS BEFORE THE SENATE 
COJ.14MITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
83D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, ON S. 3052 

(Pt. I, ~arch 4-26, 1954) 
Senator YouNG. I would like to have ~r. 

Thompson supply for the record a table 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean instead of 
the period we used for the old parity formula, 
which is 1909 to 1914? 

Senator YoUNG. Yes. Compare that with 
the modernized parity formula too. • • • I 

think you should do it for all the com
modities. 

Specified commodities: Old, modernized, and 1947-49 parity calculations, United States, Feb. 15, 1954 

1947-49 parity 

Commodity Unit 

calculations. 
Old Modern-

parity ized 
parity Old Modern-

formula t ized 
formula 2 

-------- ----
Designated nonbasic 

commodities-Con. 
Mohair_____________ Pound. -------- -- $0.770 $0.773 $0. 561 $0.841 
'l'ung nuts__ __ __ __ __ Ton ____________ _ None 92.50 68.70 101.00 
Honey, extracted ___ Pound ____ _____ _ .194 .160 ,181 .174 

Other: 
Soybeans___________ BusheL ________ _ 2. 69 2.82 3.29 3.08 
Cottonseed_____ __ __ Ton _______ _____ _ 63.10 71.90 83.10 78.48 
Oats_____ ___________ BusheL _______ _ _ 1.12 . 877 .988 .954 
Barley-------------- __ __ _ do ___ ______ _ 1. 73 1.36 1. 59 1. 49 
Dry edible beans ___ ~undredweight_ 9. 44 9. 05 11.50 9. 85 
Flaxseed____________ BusheL ________ _ 4. 73 4. 51 6. 43 4. 91 
Sorghum grain______ Hundredweight_ 3.39' 2.54 2.93 2. 77 
Rye _______ _________ BusheL ________ _ 2.02 1. 71 2.11 1. 86 
Crude pine gum____ BarreL _________ _ None 28.20 29.70 30. 70 

Nonsupported com-
modities: 

Beef cattle__________ Hundredweight_ 15.20 21.20 23.50 23.00 
Hogs __ ---------- ________ do ____ ___ __ _ 20.40 20.70 25.40 22.60 

1 Average price received by farmers, 1947-49 times the index of prices paid, interest 
ancl taxes, 1947-49= 100, as computed prior to Jim. 1, 1950. 

a Parity equivalent for milk for manufacturing which is 88.5 percent of the parity 
price for milk wholesale. 

2 1944-53 average price received by farmers for individual commodities multiplied 
by 1.10 which is the ratio of Feb. 15, 1954, parity index (1947-49= 100) to the 1944-53 Source: Agricultura: Marketing Service. 
avemge index of price3 received by farmers (1947-49=100). · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to read a paragraph from a 
trade broadcast made recently by Wil
liam Thatcher, manager of the Grain 
Terminal Association in St. Paul, regard
ing this issue of so-called modernized 
parity: 

Never in all these years has any compe
tent evidence ever been brought before a 

House Committee of Agriculture, or a Sen
ate Committee of Agriculture, to justify the 
modernized parity formula. And what will 
the so-called program of the President and 
~r. Benson accomplish if it is put through? 
This price-cutting won't cut the wheat sur
plus an iota. The only thing that will cut 
surplus is enough cut in acres. Will this 
new parity cut the cost t o the Government 
of storage charges that some people say cost 

$30,000 an hour? Not 1 cent. The only 
way to lower these costs is to get rid .of the 
surplus. The only way you c~n get rid of 
a surplus is to sell it abroad or cut acreage 
or bot h. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the entire text of this broad
cast printed at this point in the REcoRD. 
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There being no objection; the broad
cast was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

I'm glad to be with you again today. This 
is a very solemn hour for me. For several 
years, we .have done everything we know 
how to try and protect farm prices that are 
made in Washington. Now, we receive in
~ormation from the Nation's Capital that 
bothers, worries, and gives us a heavy heart. 

our hope is that we can secure the allout 
efforts of an able , energetic, well-educated 
young man in the United States Senate. He 
h as the understanding, the character, and 
the heart to fight for what he believes is 
right. I'm getting in touch with Senator 
HuBERT HuMPHREY, of Minnesota. He has 
been making a hard fight , alongside of Sen
a t or THYE, of Minnesota, and others, to pro
tect the farm programs that took us over 
20 years to build. 

What we need today on the floor of the 
United States Senate is one man's voice. 
We n eed a man who is able to stand and hold 
that floor and compel the Senators who have 
not had the time to study this farm ques
tion, to listen to his remarks and answer 
some specific questions. 

First of all, the farmer who is being most 
hurt by this proposed farm legislation-now 
called the President's program-is the wheat 
farmer. It will only be a matter of time 
until other farmers suffer, too, if the wheat 
farmer is put on the block. 

First of all, the wheat farmer is required 
to cut his acreage 30 percent. He's not com
plaining about that, because he knows 
there's a surplus which must be reduced. 
But he · also knows the surplus came about 
largely because during the Korean war in 
1952, the administration, without any ob
ject ion from Congress, asked for all-out 
production. Then because we were fortu
nate enough to get a "cease fire" in Korea, 
we find ourselves in the unfortunate position 
of having too much wheat on hand. 

Now, instead of the Government--all the 
taxpayers and all the people-standing the 
sh ock, Mr. Benson proposes a program to the 
President--and the President, unknowingly, 
calls it h is program-which seeks to cut the 
wheat farmer's t h roa t in more ways than 
one. Specifically, it calls for: 

1. A cut in wheat acreage of 30 percent. 
. 2. The isolation of those 30 percent acres 

from any cash crops whatsoever-barley, 
rye , oats, and feed wheat. 

3. Permitting Canada to continue shipping 
into the United States b arley, rye, oats, and 
f eed wheat , while ou r wheat producers are 
told they cannot produce any crop, only hay, 
etc., on diverted wh eat acres, or they'll suffer 
t h e penalty of n ot bei.ng able to get a Gov
ernmen t loan on any crop that they r aise. 

4. Cutting t h e wheat price down, by flex
ing it down with the sliding scale. 

Now, here is the question t h at I 'm going to 
u rge Sen at or HUMPHREY t o hold before the 
S:mat.e u ntil it is thoroughly debated-the 
in equity of the m odern parity formula 
wh ich cut s t h e par ity price. 

I n all the speeches that h ave been made
by t he President an d the many, many 
speeches by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Senator AIKEN, as well as ot her Senators and 
Members of t he House-never once h as any 
of t h ese people just ified the use of the 
m od ernized parity formula . In all t hese 
years, not a sin gle witness has ever justified 
t h e employment of the so-called modern
ized p arity formu la before t he House Com
m ittee on Agr icult ure or the Senate Commit
t ee on Agr icu lt ure. The wheat f armer is 
p articularly vulnerable to t his so-called 
m odernized p ar it y. 

I magine if you can , the way t he United. 
S tates Senate this week is s it t ing as a jury, 
r eady to vote on t he questionable evidence, 
or lack of eviden ce that has been placed 
before it. 

I say to Senator HUMPHREY, you should 
stand on the floor of the Senate and hold 
the floor, hour after hour, and day after 
day, until these Senators understand what is 
involved in this question of the so-called 
modernized parity formula. Whether or not 
it was intended as a fraud on the wheat 
farmer is not a charge that one could lightly 
make, but its effect is as disastrous to the 
wheat farmer as though it were a planned 
fraud. No Senator, who knows the facts, 
wants to impose any such a hardship and 
throat-cutting price on the wheat farmer as 
is proposed in the modern parity formula. 
The Members of the United States Senate do 
not today understand that unless you bring 
it to their attention. 

Never in all these years has any competent 
evidence ever been brought before a House 
Committee of Agriculture, or a Senate Com
mittee of Agriculture to justify the modern
ized parity formula. And what will the so
called program of the President and Mr. Ben
son accomplish if it is put through? This 
price cutting won't cut the wheat surplus an 
iota. The only thing that will cut surplus 
is enough cut in acres. Will this new parity 
cut the cost to the Government of storage 
charges that some people say cost $30,000 an 
hour? Not one cent. The only way to lower 
these costs is to get rid of the surplus. The 
only way you can get rid of a surplus is to sell 
it abroad or cut acreage or both. We've been 
willing to cut acreage. 

Canadian imports alone are costing more 
than $7,500 an hour storage. More than one
fourth of this $30,000 an hour storage and 
other costs that we now hear so much about 
arise out of the fact these Canadian grain 
imports pour into this country. The reason 
they did is because we seek to maintain a 
good relationship in our foreign relations. 
Granted that's true, it ought to be plain
tained at the expense of the taxpayer, and 
not taken out of the hide of the wheat farm
ers by saying, "You can't plant oats. You 
can't plant <rye. You can't plant barley. You 
can't raise feed wheat, but Canada can ship 
it in." 

I urge you, Senator HuMPHREY, to stand on 
the floor of the Senate and to hold it hour 
by hour, and day by day, until you compel 
the Members of the Senate to face up to this 
f&.ct that there is no evidence to justify the 
modern parity formula or cut in support 
price. No evidence exists in any speech by the 
President, the Secretary of Agriculture, by 
Senator AIKEN, or any other Senator or Rep
resentative, or by any witness before any con
gressional committee. There is no justifi
cation. Even the Senators and Representa
tives- Republicans and Democrats alike
who made up the President's Economic Ad
visory Committee, urged the President not to 
use the modernized parity formula or cut 
f arm support prices at this time, until we 
know more about the conditions of this 
country. 

I urge you, SenP.tor Hu MPHREY, as a young, 
vigorous, well-informed spokesman, to take . 
that Senate floor, and you hold it until you 
make the S ::mators understand what they as 
a jury are about to vote on this year. Make 
it clear that if they vote for what Senator 
AIKEN and Mr. Benson and the President 
want, that they are going to crush the hopes 
and aspirations, as well as the economic level 
for hundreds of thousan ds of farmers in this 
country. These ar0 f amily f armers, good 
American citizens, who have a surplus today 
only because thei!" Governmen t asked them 
for all-out product ion 2 years ago. Stan d 
there and fight this out . Let's not t ry to be 
concerned · with saving the faces of a few 
p eople who wr,nt this program. Instead , let 
u :- make it clear that the hundreds of thou
sands of farmers who depend on the price 
supports that are made in Washington are 
the ones to save, not the few faces in 
Washington. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this whole matter was thoroughly dis
cussed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
July 2, 1954, by Representative WHIT:. 
TEN, when · he pointed out as follows
and I read from Representative WHIT
TEN's remarks: ' 

I would like to point out to you what is 
involved in this so-called modernized par
ity. The regular parity formula is based 
on an effort, 100 percent of it, to give the 
farmer the same comparative purchasing 
power that he had from 1909 to 1914. In 
order to give the farmer that comparative 
purchasing power that he had in that pe
riod, an index is kept of the selling price of 
various and sundry commodities which he 
buys and his support varies with the rise 
and fall of the cost of what he buys. So, 
there is a tie-in on the old parity formula 
between what other things are costing and 
what the farmer gets for his commodity. 

What is modernized parity? Modernized 
parity ties the support program to the aver
age price received by the farmer for the last 
10 years: That means that there is no tie-in 
in between the supports he gets and the 
cost of things he must buy. It does not 
recognize his costs. I tell you that modern
ized parity could conceivably, year by year, 
reduce supports down to where, over a pe
riod of years, there would be no support 
price at all; not only that but his costs could 
be going just as rapidly or more so in the 
other direction. 

The record shows that there is real reason 
to be disturbed about modernized parity, be
cause it ignores rising costs to the farmer. 
You cannot afford to ignore rising costs. 
Since 1945 the costs attached to farm com
modities from the farmers' hands to the 
consumer have increased 83 percent. Since 
World War II we have had 11 freight in
creases. Steel has gone up a number of 
times, and so with nearly everything else, 
and such trend will likely continue. 

Mr. WHITTEN's remarks apply directly 
to the problem that is before us, namely, · 
the kind of parity formula that is to be 
used upon b.asic commodities. We here 
ir.. the Congress have recognized the 
value of the old formula. We extended 
it over a 6-year period in the last action 

. of the Congress. . The junior Senator 
from Minnesota is asking that we extend 
it an additional year, a 7-year period. 
In the bill which we have now worked on 
and voted upon, we have extended price 
supports for an additional year, and that 
seems to me a logical base upon which 
one can ask for the extension of the 
modernized parity. 

Mr. President, a day or so ago, I was 
confronted in the Chamber with a state
ment as to my powers of predictability. 
I have never ·claimed, as I have said 
repeatedly, to be a prophet, but I am 
happy.to say that since yesterday some
thing has happened which makes me 
seem to have some prophetic vision. 

I quote from page 13710 of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD as of yesterday. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
said as follows: 

Mr. President, I yield m yself 2 minutes 
on t h e bill, because I am sure t h at Senators 
who just listened to t h e voice of the 
proph et--

That means the junior Senator from 
Minnesota-
will be interested in what became of on e of 
his prophecies. On page 1771 of t h e RECORD, 
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on February 16, 1954, the junior Senator 
from Minnesota made this prophecy: 

"I shall make another prediction on the 
floor of the Senate, without being an expert 
in these matters. With the very large sur
plus of corn in storage, the price of corn 
will be down next spring. By next spring 
there will be little pigs coming out of our 
ears, and the surplus of corn will disappear 
in a short time. The great surplus of corn 
which is being talked about will have become 
a thing of the past." 

I ~o back to Senator AIKEN: 
The prophecy was fine, but the facts are 

that corn prices went up during the spring. 
The corn surplus has gone up from 764 
million bushels to an estimated 900 million 
bushel surplus expected this f all. Otherwise 
the prophecy was entirely correct. 

Mr. President, the prophet returns to 
the days of prophecy. Only this time I 
do not come with · a prophecy. I come 
with fulfillment. What are the facts? 
As of today, according to the news 
ticker, the Department of Agriculture 
reports the July estimate of corn pro
duction as 3,311,493,000 bushels. The 
August estimate is 2,824,078,000 bushels. 
In other words, in 1 month the Depart
ment of Agriculture has dropped its 
estimate by 487,415,000 bushels. 

That is what the Senator from Minne
sota predicted, namely, that there would 
be a drop in production and that there 
would be a reduction in the surplus. The 
estimate is therefore 67 million bushels 
more than are owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, or more than half 
of the total amount owned and pledged 
under loan to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. The reduction is due to 
such factors as weather. 

We had only about a 3-month supply 
of corn on hand as of June 1, on the 
basis of the 1952 requirements. I would 
have the Senate note that on the basis 
of 1952 requirements we were using, on a 
monthly average, 262,743,000 bushels of 
corn a month. 

This drop in the estimate alone will 
wipe o~t nearly a 2-month supply, on 
the basis of 1952 requirements. 

In other words, what we are doing is 
saying that the surplus which was built 
up is being literally absorbed because of 
crop conditions which are prevalent 
throughout the country and because the 
Department of Agriculture has slowly 
but surely come to the realization of 
what the facts of life are and what the 
facts of production are. We will actually 
have, on the basis of this estimate 328-
812,000 bushels less in 1954 than' we~e 
used in 1952. I repeat, we will actually 
have 328,812,000 bushels of corn less than 
we used in 1952, Mr. President. 

Therefore, the Senator from Minne
sota was not such a bad prophet, on the 
basis of the crop estimates. We will be 
faced with a corn deficit. We will be 
faced, at least, with a situation where 
the carryover will be insignificant; in 
fact , it will go beyond what may be called 
a safety factor with respect to the needs 
of our country. 

I wanted to amend the RECORD, because 
I feel the comment the other day was not 
exactly related to the debate that was 
going on. It was another effort to point 
out that the junior Senator from Minne-

sota did not know what he was talking 
about. The Department of Agriculture's 
crop-production estimate on corn is the 
handwriting on the wall. It shows that 
instead of our going around crying croco~ 
dile tears about surpluses, Congress will 
undoubtedly next year be wondering why 
we are so short of corn that we cannot 
meet the requirements of the American 
people and feed needs of the livestock 
on the average farm. That will be par
ticularly true if the drought conditions 
·continue and the amount of disaster re
lief must be expanded, unless we want 
to sacrifice our livestock and hogs and 
produce merely because someone is try
ing to be consistent. 

I have nothing more to offer on the 
amendment, except to say that we have 
already delivered a blow to farm income 
by acreage allotments. We have already 
delivered a blow at farm income by the 
reduction of price supports. If we do not 
continue for an extra period of time the 
old parity formula we will deliver 
another blow to farm income. I have 
placed in the RECORD tables which show 
the difference between the modernized 
parity and the old parity formulas. It 
is a substantial difference. It adds up to 
dollars and cents. It adds up to money 
in the pocketbook or money out of the 
pocketbook. In view of the action we 
have take!). before, I suggest we extend 
the formula for another year, as we have 
done on other occasions. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico as much time as· he 
desires. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in 
connection with the passage of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949, Congress adopted 
for the first time a formula called the 
modernized parity formula. At the time 
the formula was adopted the experts in 
the Bureau of Agricultural economics 
testified before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry that within 
a 4-year period the old parity and the 
new parity would coincide. In other 
words, they testified it would not matter 
after 4 years whether we used the old 
parity or the new parity, because the two 
prices· would come together. It was said 
that it would become effective 4 years 
after the passage of the act. We said if 
it will take 4 years to accomplish it, we 
will wait 4 years from 1949, and let it 
become applicable 4 years later. 

To show whether we tried to keep 
faith with the people, at a later date it 
was pointed out to the Senate Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry that 
these two prices were not moving to
gether. Therefore Congress in June 
1952 passed Public Law 585, which ex
tended the parity for 2 more years. We 
said if they do not move together at the 
end of that time Congress will again 
take it up and try to make something 
out of it. 

Therefore we do not have to act on it 
now. We can safely wait and trust 
Congress to find out what lias taken 
place, because all during the year 1955 
the present parity will be applicable, 
and the so-called double standard will 
also be applicable, whereby, if the mod
ernized parity is more favorable, the 
farmer will get the benefit of it, and if 

the old parity is more favorable the 
farmer · will get the benefit of that. 

That goes on all through the year 
1955. It is not until January 1, 1956, 
that the so-called modernized . parity 
becomes effective, and then · the transi
tional period takes over, and the amount 
is dropped only 5 percent a year. 

Therefore I suggest that at this late 
hour we not spend time in a discussion 
of it, because it will be handled by the 
Senate and House Committees on Agri
culture and Forestry during 1955, if the 
predictions of the officials of the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics are not borne 
out. 

I recognize what the Senator· from · 
Minnesota has suggested. He has sug
gested that the predictions of the ex
perts have not proved true thus far. 
However, I believe they are working 
closer together, and I believe it is desir
able to have the modernized parity work 
out. If it can work out in a normal 
fashion, th~t will be fine. However, 
Congress did exactly what it said it 
would do. When it did not work out 
properly, Congress extended the law. 
We can trust both Committees on Agri-
cultul'e and Forestry to do it again. 
Therefore, I hope the Senate will not 
adopt the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The com

mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. If there be no further 
amendment to be offered to the com
mittee amendment, the question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment 
as amended. ' 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to 
the unanimous.-consent agreement en
tered into, without objection, the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry is dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill <H. R. 9680) to provide for the 
continued price support for agricultural 
products, to augment the marketing and 
disposal of such products, to provide for 
greater stability in agriculture, and for 
other purposes; the Senate will proceed 
immediately to its consideration; H. R. 
9680 will .be deemed to be amended by 
striking out all after the enacting clause 
and inserting the text of S. 3052, as 
amended; and the engrossment of the 
amendment and third reading of said 
House bill will be deemed to be ordered. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques

tion is on the final passage of House bill 
9680. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the final 
passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre

tary will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass? 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 

that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERs] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
"yea" and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote "nay." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. EPARKMAN] 
are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT
LAND] is paired with the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Mis
sissippi would vote "yea", and the Sena
tor from Oklahoma would vote ''nay." 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
is paired with the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Alabama would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Vermont 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay the motion of the Senator 
from Vermont on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen
tor from California to lay on the table 
the motion of the Senator from Ver
mont. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the title of the bill be amended so 
as to conform to the title of the Senate· 
bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen
ator from Vermont. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
title was amended so as to read: "A bill 
to encourage a stable, prosperous, and 
free agriculture, and for other purposes." 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments, 
request a conference with the House of 
Representatives thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
YOUNG, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. SCHOEP
PEL, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. HoLLAND, a.nd Mr. 
ANDERSON conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, Senate 
bill 3052 is indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House bill 
as it passed the Senate be printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

would vote "yea." IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMUNIST-
The result was announced-yeas 62, INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 

nays 28, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bowring 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Crippa 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 

YEAS-62 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
George 
Gillette 
Goldwater 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kennedy 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Malone 
Martin 
McCarran 
Millikin 

NAYS-28 

Mundt 
Neely 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Sal tonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Clements Johnston, S. C. Maybank 
Daniel Kefauver McCarthy 
Ervin Kerr McClellan 
Fulbright Kilgore Morse 
Gore Langer Murray 
Hennings Lehman Russell 
Hill Lennon Symington 
Humphrey Long Thye 
Jackson Magnuson 
Johnson, Tex. Mansfield 

NOT VOTING-6 
Chavez 
E astland 

Flanders 
Frear 

Monroney 
Sparkman 

So the bill <H. R. 9680) was passed. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was just passed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as 
previously announced, I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1720, Senate bill 3706, re
lating to the identity of certain Com
munist-infiltrated organizations. I 
merely desire to have the bill made the 
unfinished business, but not to be taken 
up for debate tonight. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3706) to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Comm unist-infil tra ted organizations, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill <S. 
3706) to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, 
and for other purposes. 

CALL OF THE CALENDAR 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

under the prior order, it is proposed to 
have the Senate consider the bills on the 
calendar to which there is no objection, 

beginning ·at the point where the last 
call of the calendar was concluded. Ob
viously we shall not get very far this 
evening, but I think that during the 
next 20 minutes a good start can be 
made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
-will state the first bill on the calendar. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 9580) to revise and ex

tend the laws relating to espionage•and 
sabotage, and for other purposes, was 
announced as first in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 
The bill (S. 3428) to authorize the 

Federal Government to guard strategic 
defense facilities against individuals be
lieved to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, Qr other subversion 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

DR. JAMES C. S. LEE 
The bill (S. 979) for the relief of Dr. 

James C. S. Lee was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the bill? 

PREVENTION AND CONTROL OF 
POLLUTION IN THE POTOMAC 
RIVER 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object, I wish to state 
that on March 15, 1954, I introduced in 
the Senate a bill, S. 3132, to promote the 
prevention and control of pollution in 
the Potomac River. The Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] joined me in spon
soring the bill. 

This bill would authorize the Inter
state Commission on the Potomac River 
Basin to distribute some $8 million a 
year in Federal aid to State and local 
governments in the Potomac basin for 
pollution control projects. The money 
would be made available ori a 60 percent 
Federal, 40 percent local matching basis. 

On May 6, the Interstate Commission 
advised the Senate Public Works Com
mittee that it favors the general prin
ciples of the bill and its recognition of 
the responsibility of the Federal Govern
ment for cleaning up pollution in the 
Potomac. 

The Commission advised, however, 
that it believed it was not the proper 
agency to administer the Federal aid. 

Accordingly, after further conferences 
with city officials and with the Deputy 
Chief of the Corps of Engineers, I have 
today introduced a revised bill authoriz
ing the administration of Federal aid by 
the Secretary of the Army, on the advice 
of the Corps of Engineers. The corps 
already has vast responsibilities for the 
maintenance of the river channel and is 
in a good position to expand this activity 
to take in the allied subject of pollution. 
The proximity of corps headquarters at 
Gravelly Point to the polluted area 
should make this agency additionally 
qualified to carry out this task. 

The revised bill authorizes the aid to be 
made available in the Washington met-
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ropolitan area, where the problem is per
haps most acute and the financial need 
is the greatest. 

I think this bill, if enacted, would be 
a proper recognition of Federal respon
sibility to provide a healthy and attrac
tive environment for the Capital City. 
In addition, it should serve as a model
a pilot plant operation, perhaps-for 
Federal leadership and aid in cleaning 
up other badly polluted rivers through
out the Nation. 

Federal responsibility in this field was 
recognized in 1948 by the passage of the 
act authorizing pollution control activi
ties by the United States Public Health 
Service. Unfortunately, it does not ap
pear that this act ever will be implement
ed with appropriation of adequate funds 
to carry out its chief purposes. 

I am hopeful that my bill will receive 
careful study by the affected agencies 
this fall during the adjournment of Con
gress and that it will be the subject of 
early hearings when reintroduced in the 
new Congress. 

I send the bill to the desk and ask to 
have it lie on the table. · 

The bill <S. 3856) to promote the pre
vention and control of pollution in the 
Potomac River, introduced by Mr. MoRSE, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield if I have the 
time. 

Mr. CASE. I think the junior Sena
tor froni Oregon deserves commendation 
for the bill he has introduced for the 
prevention and control of pollution in 
the Potomac River. I sincerely hope 
that hearings can be held on the bill and 
that some affirmative action can be taken 
with respect to the recommendations 
made by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the chairman of 
the committee. I am only sorry t])at 
tpe proceedings of the Senate do not 
make it possible to consider the bill at 
this point. 

DR. JAMES C. S. LEE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration 
of the bill (S. 979) for the relief of 
Dr. James C. S. Lee? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Dr. James C. S. Lee shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 

SEC. 2. Dr. James C. S. Lee, of Chicago, 
Ill., may be naturalized upon compliance 
with all the requirements of title III of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, except 
that-

( a) no period of residence or physical pres
ence within the United States or any State 
shall be required in addition to his residence 

and physical presence in the United States 
since June 1948; and 

(b) the petition for naturalization may be 
filed with any court having naturalization 
jurisdiction. 

KOSMAS VASSILIOS FOURNARAKIS 
The bill <S. 1123) for the relief of 

Kosmas Vassilios Fournarakis was con
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follpws: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Kosmas Vassilios Fournarakis shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon p ayment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 

MARTIN P. PAVLOV 
The bill <S. 1201) for the relief of 

Martin P. Pavlov was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That fo!" the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Martin P. Pavlov shall be held and consid
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United. States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Up
on the granting of permanent residence to 
such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quuta is available . 

ANASTASIA KONDYLIS 
The bill <S. 1259) for the relief of 

Anastasia Kondylis was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Anastasia Kondylis , shall be held and 
considered to be the natural-born alien child 
of Mr. and Mrs . Peter (Panag~otis N.) Vlasos, 
citizens of the United States. 

SZJENA PEISON AND DAVID PEISON 
The bill (S. 1325) for the relief of 

Szj ena Peison and David Peison was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a · 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Szjena Peison and David Peison shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for perma
nent residence as of the date of the enact
ment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct two numbers from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 

SULTANA COKA PAVLOVITCH 
The bill <S. 1558) for the relief of 

Sultana Coka Pavlovitch was considered, 

ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Sul
tana Colm P.avlovitch shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 

RICA, LUCY, AND SALOMON BREGER 
The bill <S. 1888) for the relief of 

Rica, Lucy, and Salomon Breger was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Rica, Lucy, and Salomon Breger shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee . Upon the granting of permanent 
residence, to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
three numbers from the appropriate quota 
for the first year that such quota is avail
able. 

JACOB GRYNBERG 
The bill <S. 1909) for the relief of 

Jacob Grynberg was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jacob Grynberg shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi
cer to deduct one number from the ap
propriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 

DONALD HECTOR TAYLOR 
The bill <S. 2105) for the relief of 

Donald Hector Taylor was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Donald Hector Taylor shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 

REV. CHARLES V. ROSSINI 
The bill <S. 2259) for the relief of Rev. 

Charles V. Rossini was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc ., That Rev. Charles V. 
Rossini, who lost United States citizenship 
under the provisions of section 404 (c) of 
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the Nationality Act of 1940, may be naturale 
ized by taking prior to 1 year after the effece 
tive date of this act, before any court re
ferred to in subsection (a) of section 310 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act or be
fore any diplomatic or consular officer of the 
United States abroad, the oaths prescribed 
by section 337 of the said act. From and 
after naturalization under this act, the said 
Rev. Charles V. Rossini shall have the same 
citizenship status as that which existed im
mediately prior to its loss. 

JOSE ALVAREZ 
The bill (S. 2337) for the relief of Jose 

Alvarez was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: · 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jose Alvarez shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. 

YUN TAI MIAO AND HIS WIFE, CHAO 
PEI TSANG MIAO 

The bill <S. 2345) for the relief of Yun 
Tai Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Tsang 
Miao was considered, ordered to be ene 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Yun 
Tai Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Tsang Miao, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct the required numbers from the ap
propriate quota or quotas for the first year 
tp.at such quota or quotas are available. 

DR. SYLVIA SIU FAN CHENG CHU 
AND DR. JOHNSON CHIN-SHENG 
CHU . 

The bill (S. 2433) for the relief of Dr. 
Sylvia Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. 
Johnson Chin-sheng Chu was consid
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

· Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Dr. 
Sylvia Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. Johnson 
Chin-sheng Shu shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitt~d to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay
ment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct the required num
bers from the appropriate quota or quotas 
for the first year that such quota .or quotas 
are available. 

JULIUS MAAR 
The bill (S. 2520) for the relief of 

Julius Maar was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 

Julius Maar shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 

ANN! MARJATTA MAKELA 
KIRVESMAKD AND HER 
MARKKU PAIVIO MAKELA 

(NEE 
SON, 

The bill <S. 2580) for the relief of Anni 
Marjatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and 
her son, Markku Paivio Makela was cone 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Anni 
Marjatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and her 
son, Markku Paivio Makela, shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 

LEON J. DE SZETHOFER AND 
BLANCHE HRDINOVA DE SZETHO
FER 

The bill (S. 2586) for the relief of Leon 
J. de Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova de 
Szethofer was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Leon J. de Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova 
de Szethofer shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct the required num
bers from the appropriate quota or quotas 
for the first year that such quota or quotas 
are available. 

ETSUKO TAMAKI <SHIMIZU) 

The bill <S. 2639) for the relief of Et
suko Tamaki <Shimizu) was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Etsuko Tamaki (Shimizu) , shall be 
held and considered to be the natural-born 
alien child of Mrs. Shizuko Tamaki, a citizen 
of the United States. 

MARIA LOUISE ANDREIS 
The bill <S. 2644) for the relief of 

Maria Louise Andreis was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-

ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Maria Louise Andreis shall be deemed to be 
the minor child of her mother, Egidia Bo
nessi Schaetzler, a lawful permanent resi
dent of the United States. 

ANASTASIA ALEXIADOU 
The bill <S. 2666) for the relief of 

Anastasia Alexiadou was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Anastasia Alexiadou shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 

CHOKICHI IRAHA 
The bill <S. 2710) for the relief of Cho

kichi Irah~ was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, at the 
last call of the calendar, Calendar No. 
1817, Senate bill 3219, to amend certain 
provisions of title XI .of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, to facilitate private 
financing of new ship construction, was 
directed to be placed on this call of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that that bill will be 
called in its regular order. The order in 
which this call of the calendar is proe 
ceeding began with the uncalled items as 
of July 17, starting with Calendar No. 
1833, H. R. 9580. Following the complee 
tion of that order of the call of the cale 
endar, it is proposed to return to the 
beginning of the calendar. 

Is there objection to the present con
sideration of Senate bill 2710? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Chokichi Iraha shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi
cer to deduct one number from the appro
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 

GUISEPPE MINARDI 
The bill (S. 2771) for the relief of Gui

seppe Minardi was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Guiseppe Minardi, 
who lost United States citizenship under the 
provisions of section 404 (a) of the Nation-
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ality Act of 1940, may be naturalized by tak
ing prior to 1 year after the effective date of 
this act, before any court referred to in sub
section (a) of section 310 of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act or before any diplo
matic or consular officer of the United States 
abroad, the oaths prescribed by section 337 
tt:>f the said act. From and after natura liza
tion under this act, the said Guiseppe Minar
di shall have the same citizenship status as 
that which existed immediately prior to its 
loss. 

DR. FELIX DE PINIES 
The bill (S. 2842) for the relief of 

Dr. Felix de Pinies was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

. Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Dr. 
Felix de Pinies shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduce one number from 
the appropriate quota for the f..rst year that 
such quota Is available. 

SERAPHINA PAPGEORGIOU 

The bill <S. 2893) for the relief of 
Seraphina Papgeorgiou was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Seraphina Papgeorgiou, shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
child of Mr. and Mrs. Edward K. Toompas, 
citizens of the United States. · 

MRS. AZNIV Y. HASSERDJIAN 
The bill <S. 2894) for the relief of Mrs. 

Azniv Y. Hasserdjian was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Mrs. 
Azniv Y. Hasserdjian shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 

JAMES JI-TSUNG WOO ET AL. 
The bill (S. 2967) for the relief of 

James Ji-Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung 
Woo, Daniel Du-Ning Woo, and Robert 
Du-An Woo was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
James Ji-Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung Woo, 
Daniel Du-Ning .Woo, and Robert Du-An Woo 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 

required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- · 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer . 
to dc::iuct the required numbers from the 
appropriate quota or quotas for the first year · 
that such quota or quotas are available. 

SUZANNE L'HEUREUX 
The bill <S. 3319) for the relief of 

Suzanne L'Heureux was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to advise that the House 
has passed H. R. 8694, which is identical 
with the bill S. 3319. The House bill is 
now on the calendar. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I move 
that the House bill be substituted for the 
Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Oregon. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CORDON. I now ask for th') con

sideration of the House bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration of 
House bill 8694? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 
8694) for the relief of Suzanne L'Heureux 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 3319 is indefinitely 
postponed. 

MRS. ERNA GRONOWSKI 
The bill (H. R. 686) for the relief of 

Mrs. Erna Gronowski was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

NINA MAKEEF, ALSO KNOWN AS 
NINA BERBEROVA 

The bill <H. R. 692) for the relief of 
Nina Makeef, also known as Nina Ber
berova was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

JEAN HOLLIS VOCK 
The bill <H. R. 795) for the relief of 

Jean Hollis Vock was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. · 

MRS. FRANCA GATTI OHTA 
The bill <H. R. 1337) for the relief of 

Mrs. Franca Gatti Ohta was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

FOTINI X. PARISIS 

The bill <H. R. 1462) for the relief of 
Fotini X. Parisis was consiqered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CLAIRE LOUISE CAREY AND VIN
CENT F. CAREY 

The bill (H. R. 1768) for the relief of 
Claire Louise Carey and Vincent F. Carey 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

WANDA LUCERI, ALSO KNOWN AS 
SISTER CECIL~A, AND OTHERS 

The bill (H. R. 1788) for the relief of 
Wanda Luceri, also known as Sister 
Cecilia; Maria De Pad ova, also known as 
Sister Rosanna; Anna Santoro, also 
known as Sister Natalina; Valentina 
Ruffoni, also known as Sister Severina; 
Cosima Ruso, also known as Sister Ca!'
melina, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

MRS. ANTONIETTA PALMIERI 

The bill <H. R. 2028) for the relief of 
Mrs. Antonietta Palmieri was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed . 

KAROLINE DIEKMEYER 

The bill <H. R. 2188) for the relief of 
Karoline Diekmeyer was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MRS. MARIA M. BROIX 

The bill CH. R. 2371) for the relief of 
Mrs. Maria M. Broix was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

LASZLO VARGA AND NIKE VARGA 

The bill (H. R. 2403) for the relief of 
Laszlo Varga and Nike Varga was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and pass€d. 

LIDIJA CIMZE 
The bill CH. R. 2440) for the relief of 

Lidija Cimze was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

ADOLFO L. KALB AND WIFE 
The bill <H. R. 2499) for the relief of 

Adolfo L. Kalb and his wife, Mrs. Eu
genia G. Kalb, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

SISTER AURELIA YANGUAS TERES 
AND SISTER MATILDE CUEVAS 
SAN MARTIN 
The bill <H. R. 2619) for the relief of 

Sister Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister 
Matilde Cuevas San Martin, was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CECILIA LUCY BOYACK 
The bill <H. R. 2627) for the relief of 

Cecilia Lucy Boyack was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

SISTER ANNA ETTL 
The bill <H. R. 2650) for the relief of 

Sister Anna Ettl was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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FELIX PETROVER 

The bill <H. R. 3017) for the relief of 
Felix Petrover was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

HERRE .VAN DER VEEN ET AL. 
The bill <H. R. 3675) for the relief of 

Herre van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der 
Veen, Helen Winifred van der Veen, and 
Jan Herre van der Veen was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

CHAIM SZEMAJA SEGAL AND ICEK 
HERSZ SEGAL 

The bill (H. R. 3743) for the relief of 
Chaim Szemaj a Segal and leek Ilersz 
Segal was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALBERTAS BAURAS 
The bill <H. R. 4248) for the relief of 

Albertas Bauras was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DR. ORLANDO ARTUSO AND FAMILY 
The bill (H. R. 4330) for the relief of 

Dr. Orlando Artuso and family was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 4813) for the relief of 

Radu Florescu and Nicole Elizabeth 
Michel Florescu was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will be passed over. 
The bill <H. R. 5340) for the relief of 

Tibor, Szuzsa <Susanne) and Judith 
Sauer was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will be passed over. 
The bill <H. R. 5354) for the relief of 

Liborio Guido Rutilio was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will be passed over. 
The bill <H. R. 6026) for the relief of 

Gertrud 0. Heinz was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will be passed over. 
The bill <H. R. 5816) for the relief of 

Mrs. Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will be passed over. 
The bill <H. R. 6553) for the relief of 

Esterina Pella Bellucci was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

.will be passed over. · 
The bill <H. R. 6855) for the relief of 

Mrs. Elisabeth Metzing Rink was an
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill <H. R. 6982) for the relief of 
Maria Elizabeth Sanchez Y. Moreno was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? Is the Senator 
from Iowa objecting because the bills 
are being called after the hour of 10 
p.m.? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I think 
this is the most fantastic situation I 
have ever seen. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent ihat the Sen
ate on tomorrow may return to the call 
of the calendar, starting with the bill 
first objected to by the Senator from 
Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
first objected to by the Senator from 
Iowa was Calendar No. 1883, H. R. 5340, 
for the relief of Tibor, Szuzsa (Susanne), 
and Judith Sauer. 

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request of the Senator from New 
Jersey? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
it was announced by the distinguished 
majority leader that we would continue 
the call of the calendar until 10 o'clock 
tonight. The hour of 10 o'clock has ar
rived and passed. I should like to ask 
the distinguished acting majority leader, 
our able whip, what the plans are. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
it was the suggestion of the majority 
leader, concurred in by the minority 
leader, when they left the Chamber--

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, the minority leader has not left 
the Chamber. The minority leader has 
not made any suggestions, but he is lis
tening. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was the sug
gestion of the majority leader, and I 
thought the minority leader concurred, 
that we should proceed until about half 
past 10 o'clock. It was my understand
ing that at half past 10 o'clock I would 
move a recess until tomorrow. That was 
the plan. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena

tor is correct. The majority leader said 
there are 600 or 700 bills on the calendar. 
We are in the last days of the session. 
While the majority leader had previously 
announced that he hoped we could con
tinue in session until about 10 o'clock, or 
shortly thereafter, he stated he hoped 
that we could consider the calendar un-

. til about 10:30 p.m., if the Members we.re 
willing; and the minority leader thought 
that suggestion was a good one. 

I have no disposition to ask any Sen
ator to remain longer than he desires to 
stay. The majority leader has the re
sponsibility of the legislative program. 
There are hundreds of bills on the calen
dar, of interest to every Member of the 
Senate. 

So far as the minority is concerned, 
we are very willing, anxious, and eager 
to remain to see that those bills to which 
there is objection are objected to, and 
those bills we are willing to paBs are 

passed. But we have no desire to impose 
on the majority. If any member of the 
majority desires to recess at 10 o'clock, it 
is satisfactory to us. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was my hope, 
as the acting majority leader, particu
larly since many private bills are on the 
calendar, that we could consider as many 
of those bills as possible until about half 
past 10. I earnestly hope that the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] Will 
agree to that understanding. · 

V/hen the hour of half past 10 is 
reached, I shall promptly move .that the 
Senate recess. We should go as far as 
we can with bills to which there is no 
objection, and proceed with the call of 
the calendar on private bills as to which 
there would not be much debate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, . 
I most respectfully suggest to the dis
tinguished acting majority leader · that 
there is little to be gained by calling the 
calendar of the bills that have not been 
objected to by the calendar committees 
on both sides of the aisle, if they.are to be 
objected to because of the principle that 
has been laid down. I do not see any
thing to be gained by the procedure of 
objecting to many bills and having to 
take them up again. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I agree with the Senator 100 percent. 
The suggestion which I hoped the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] 
would agree to was that the Senate 
would recess promptly at half past 10 
o'clock. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me point out to the 
Senator from . Massachusetts that I do 
not think the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] is alone in his views that 
we have worked long enough today, and 
that the Senate ought to recess. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
it is obvious that the Members wish .to 
recess at this point. Before moving to 
take a recess I shall yield to the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President~ a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it quite clear 
that the unanimous-consent agreement 
which the junior Senator from New Jer
sey proposed referred to the first bill to 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] objected, and 
included all the following bills from there 
on until the last bill objected to? 

The PRESIDING OF'FICER. The 
Senator is correct. The call of the cal
endar tomorrow will beg'in with Calendar 
No. 1883, House bill 5340. 
. Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently 
said. Mr. President, I should like to 
know what the plan of the acting major
ity leader is as to procedure tomorrow 
morning. I assume that the call of the 
calendar will be resumed at the point at 
which we left off tonight, and that the 
Senate will proceed with the call of the 
calendar until it is complete~!. I should 
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like to ask the distinguished acting ma
jority leader if that is his understanding. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is my un
derstanding. It is intended to resume 
the call of the calendar, beginning at 
Calendar No. 1883, House bill 5340, com
plete the call of the calendar, and then 
go back to the beginning of the calendar. 

SENATOR BRIDGES OF NEW 
HAMPSHIRE 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
August issue of the American Mercury 
magazine published a very illuminating 
article on the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], entitled "Senator 
STYLES BRIDGES: New Hampshire 
Yankee," written by -Patrick McMahon. 

Many qualifications and accomplish
ments of the distinguished President pro 
tempore of the United States Senate, 
which are little known even to his Senate 
associates, are documented in the article. 

I, therefore, Mr. President, ask unani
mous consent to have the article printed 
in the body of the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in -the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SENATOR STYLES BRIDGES: NEW HAMPSHIRE 

YANKEE 
(By Patrick McMahon) 

The most important man in the United 
States Senate today is a Senator whose face 
you rarely see peering at you from your tele
vision screen. Indeed, -there are days in a 
row that you will not even see his name 
mentioned in the newspapers. 

There are a score of Senators who attract 
more publicity; who speak more freely and 
more volubly on more issues from the floor 
of the Senate or any other available rostrum; 
who grab more free radio and TV time at 
investigating committee hearings and the 
numerous network forums; and who air 
their views more frequently and more sen
sationally to the Washington corps of corre
spondents in formal and informal press 
conferences. 

But when the big blue chips go down on 
the really important legislation, the man 
who calls the shots more than does any 
other Senator is STYLES BRIDGES, Of New 
Hampshire, President pro tempore of the 
Senate and chairman of the powerful Senate 
Appropriations Committee. 

Senator STYLES BRIDGES knows more about 
the vast, sprawling, seventy-odd-billion-dol
lars-a-year Federal Government of ours than 
any other Member of the Senate. Along 
with three other men-the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee, Repre
sentative JOHN TABER, Republican, of New 
York; the President; and the Director of the 
Budget Bureau-he shares the major respon
sibility of deciding how much money will 
be spent by each and every department, 
bureau, agency, service, office, and commis
sion of the Government on down to the 
smallest subdivision. Along with those 
other three men, he has the major respon
sibility of deciding not only how much will 
be spent, but how, when, where, why, and 
under what conditions it will be spent. 

Throughout our history, the chairmen 
of the two congressional Appropriations 
Committees have always wielded great power 
and influence. But never before so much as 
now, during this era of $70- and $80-billion 
peacetime budgets. By simply sitting on 
an appropriations request, the chairman of 
either of these two committees can literally 
kill a piece of legislation he regards as un
desirable, even though it has been passed 

b~r both Houses and signed by the President. 
By delaying action, he can literally ham
string any department or agency he finds 
offensive. By exerting his tremendous pow
er, he can whittle or slash appropriations 
requests that he considers too high, or he 
can even, under certain conditions, boost re
quests that he feels are too low. 

In exercising these tremendous prerog
atives, Senator BRIDGES has demonstrated 
that he thoroughly understands one of the 
fundamental rules of sound politics: When 
entrusted with great power, exercise it spar
ingly. 

When the present chairman feels very 
strongly on an issue before his committee, 
he never hesitates to use every force at his 
command to assure the decision he believes 
is the right one. 

Generally speaking, however, he rarely 
uses those powers. He leans heavily on his 
staff, the subcommittee reports, and the 
majority views of his full committee in 
arrrving at decisions. 

He is a strong chairman. A chairman 
who makes almost a fetish of being person
ally informed on every major detail in the 
hundreds of individual budgets that come 
before his committee-insofar as is humanly 
possible. 

But he has never been accused, even by 
the opposition party, of being an arbitrary 
chairman. 

He believes, and has demonstrated that he 
believes, that there are certain matters of 
fundamental principle that cannot be com
promised. He also believes that if the demo
cratic processes are to function with any de
gree of efficiency, intelligent men must ar
rive at, and agree to, intelligent compromises 
on matters of detail. 

One experience that undoubtedly had a 
strong, sobering effect on BRIDGES in prepar
ing him for his present responsibilities oc
curred during the early days of World War II 
when he was the ranking minority member 
of the Appropriations Committee. While 
the chairman has primary responsibility and 
wields most of the power, the ranking minor
ity member can make it very uncomfortable 
for him sometimes, if he gets too far off 
base. 

Late in 1942, when all of the trends of the 
war were going against us, in Europe as well 
as in the Far East, BRIDGES was called to the 
White House for a private conference with a 
man with whom he had clashed frequently, 
publicly, and sometimes rather bitterly. 
President Roosevelt told the Senator that he 
was going to ask him, as a member of the 
opposition party, to accept a very grave re
sponsibility in what he felt, and hoped 
BRIDGEs would also feel, was in the vital in
terest of the Nation. He told BRIDGEs that 
he would have to make up his mind whether 
or not to accept that responsibility, without 
consulting with any member of his party, or 
any other human being, no matter how 
trusted. No word of this subject must ever 
be uttered to anyone, except the accredited 
participants. The President refused to give 
any hint as to what the responsibility was. 
He simply informed BRIDGEs _that he would 
be asked to attend a meeting in the War De
partment, where it would be outlined in 
detail .. 

Three days later he was summoned to the 
office of Secretary of War Stimson, along 
with the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, and the second-ranking Repub
lican and Democratic members. (Later, a 
similar meeting was held by Stimson with 
the top four ranking members of the House 
Appropriations Committee, with the same 
results.) 

When they arriv.ed, they found Stimson 
flanked by a group of the most eminent 
scientists of the Nation and the leaders of 
the arn1ed services. 

They sat in stunned and utter silence 
while the war leaders outlined intelligence 
reports of the German program to develop 

an atomic bomb, and ·while the scientists ad
vanced their views of the terrible destructive 
potentialities of such a bomb. They were 
told that on the basis of accumulated scien
tific knowledge, such a bomb . was feasible, 
though many batHing difficulties would still 
have to be overcome. They were told that 
the first nation to develop the bomb would 
almost certainly win the war, if it were 
perfected in time, and, if it chose to utilize 
its terrible power to the utmost, it would, 
without any doubt, dominate the postwar 
world. They were told that only three na
tions had the scientific and economic po
tential, and the sources of necessary mate
rials, to develop such a bomb-Germany, 
whose program was well underway; Russia, 
whose capabilities were something of a ques
tion mark; and the United States, which 
probably had the best chance of all. 

The Secretary grimly informed them that 
the United States Government had decided 
to develop the atomic bomb. He outlined, 
briefly, the details of what later was known 
as the Manhatan project: 

But there were 2 great difficulties that 
only the 8 congressional leaders could 
resolve. The project had to be kept entirely 
secret, not only frorp. the public, not only 
from Congress, but even from the two Ap
propriations Committees. But somehow the 
money had to be appropriated, billions of 
dollars. Under the Constitution, money can
not be appropriated without the knowledge 
and consent of Congress. The methods sug
gested by which it could be done were not 
only extralegal, they were probably illegal. 
The eight Members of Congress who were 
asked to put it through realized instantly 
that by so doing they were risking not only 
impeachment but possibly prison as well. 

But, one after the other, Senator BRIDGES 
and his colleagues gave their pledge to go 
along. The issue was not just whether or 
not this terrible power would be made avail
able to mankind; it was which would be 
the first nation to achieve it-the United 
States, Germany, or possibly the Soviet 
Union. 

Well, extra-legally or illegally, the money 
was made available. The bomb was devel
oped. Whether or not we made wise use 
of the immense power it gave us during the 
postwar years is -a subject of considerable 
debate. But there can be very little debate 
as to what would have happened if Germany 
or the Soviet Union had come up with it 
first. 

"I think most of the civilized world wishes 
to heaven that nuclear weapons were still 
beyond the reach of all nations," BRIDGES told 
a friend recently. "But as the situation 
then existed, with the Germans already well 
under way with their project, and the thing 
within the possible reach of the Russians, 
I believe we made the only possible deci
sion. I think recent history has vindi
cated us." 

Then he added, with a wry smile: "But 
I often wonder what my own fate would 
have been, and the fates of my colleagues, 
if the Manhattan project had been a flop." 

Senator BRIDGES is not the kind of a man 
who worries unduly about his decisions once 
they have been made. Few men are who 
achieve success and responsibility, whether 
it is public or private life. Nevertheless, he 
must have spent many a sleepless night from 
the time he agreed to go along on the Man
hattan project and the day the first bomb 
was successfully exploded in the flatlands of 
New Mexico some 2¥:! years later. 

The fates presented STYLES BRIDGES with 
two of the most important vote-getting at
tributes that a candidate for public offic-e 
in the United States can possess. He was 
born on a farm. And he was compelled to 
work hard throughout most of his boyhood 
to help support his family. His is the 
Horatio Alger story, which since the days 
of Andrew Jackson has appealed so strongly 
to the American electorate-the poor farm 
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boy who pulled himself up by' his ·bootstraps 
and made good. 

He was born in 1898 on a farm in West 
Pembroke, Maine, the son of Earle L. and 
Alina Fisher Bridges. His father died when 
he was 9 years old, and as many another 
farm boy of modest circumstances has done, 
young Styles had to help work the family 
farm and share the responsibilities of the 
household. 

Also as millions of other American boys 
have done-and are still doing-BRIDGES 
worked his way through college. While at
tending the University of Maine, he worked 
in the dairy barns, rising at 4:30 every morn
ing in order to complete his work in time 
to attend his morning classes. 

Born and raised in the State of Maine, 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
actually cut his political teeth in Massachu
setts. On his graduation from college in 
1918, he became instructor in agriculture at 
Sanderson Academy in Ashfield, Mass. While 
a resident of Ashfield, the Republicans nomi
nated and elected him a supervisor of check
lists. This marked the first of a long series 
of consecutive election victories. BRIDGES has 
never been defeated in a campaign for public 
office. 

BRIDGES soon returned to Maine to take 
the post of county agricultural agent in 
Hancock County. A short time later he 
migrated to his present State of New Hamp
shire, where he was appointed to the agri
cultural extension staff of the University of 
New Hampshire as specialist on crops and 
soils. 

The real groundwork for BRIDGES' political 
career was laid when he became the first 
executive secretary of the newly organized 
New Hampshire Farm Bureau Federation, 
and the editor of the bureau's official pub
lication, the Granite Monthly. In those 
twin capacities he toured every county in 
the State, dozens of times, visiting every 
town and hamlet, soliciting members for the 
Bureau, and subscriptions and news for the 
publication. Politicians up that way say 
STYLES BRIDGES knows more farmers by their 
first name than any man in New Hampshire, 
which, as any political expert can tell you, 
is another great asset to a candidate for 
public office. 

BRIDGES got his first tryout in the political 
big league in 1928, when he played the key 
role in obtaining the nomi:::lation and elec
tion of Charles W. Tobey for governor. Al
though Tobey was later to become BRIDGEs' 
bitterest political enemy, bef ore the cleavage 
became too deep, he named BRIDGES to the 
New Hampshire Public Service Commission 
in 1930, a body, incidenta lly which gained 
a nationwide reputation in the field of pub
lic utility regulation during the tumultuous 
early 1930's when the public utilities of the 
Nation were a subject of major concern. 

In 1934, BRIDGES received the Republican 
nomination for governor, and was elected. 
In fact, he was the only Republican to win 
a govern orship in the Nat ion in that un
happy Republican year-a f act which cata
pulted him into the nat ional spotlight. 

Not even the most wildeyed liberals have 
any criticism of BRIDGES' record as Governor 
of New Hampshire. He balanced the budget, 
something of a feat for the governor of any 
Sta te back in the 1930's {New Hampshire, 
like most of the Nation, h ad been operating 
on borrowed funds) . Moreover, he did so 
without curtailing a n y essential services, 
and wit hout cutting back the relief pro
grams that were so cost ly but so necessary 
during that period of severe depression. 

The thing that bafil.es the extreme liberals 
is that it was t he conservative BRIDGES who, 
while Governor, pushed through the neces
sary legislation to make New Hampshire the 
first State in the Nation to qualify under the 
Federal Social security Act, and the second 
to provide unemployment insurance to work
ers. He also was responsible for setting up 
a State cancer commission, one of the first 

in the Nation, to conduct research and pro
vide treatment. 

Also, alarmed at the increasing encroach
ment of the Federal Government in fields of 
government that had traditionally been left 
to the States, Governor Bridges pioneered 
the negotiation of interstate pacts to elimi
nate disparities and disagreements between 
States which were being used by the Wash
ington empire-builders as an excuse to fur
ther extend Federal powers. 

BRIDGES was the first Governor of New 
Hampshire to name women to executive posts 
in the State government, and to appoint a 
woman judge, another fact which doesn't 
hurt any around election time. 

STYLES BRIDGES had a narrow escape from 
political disaster in 1936, but once again the 
fates were kind. He was almost nominated 
for the vice presidency on the Landon ticket. 
To the top GOP politicoes, especially the 
younger men, BRIDGES had considerable ap
peal. His election in 1934 had proved him to 
be an outstanding vote getter. He had' an 
excellent record as governor. He was well
liked by labor and the farmers. He was a 
forceful platform speaker, and as such, might 
offset one of Mr. Landon's more obvious de
ficiencies. And he was young-a mere 37. 

Then some smart adviser pointed out that 
if BRIDGES were nominated for the second spot 
on the ticket, the natural campaign song for 
the Democrats would be a parody of the old 
nursery rhyme: "Landon-Bridges Falling 
Down." Thus BRIDGES was saved from a fate 
which could have meant political death. 

So he went back to New Hampshire and 
campaigned for the United States Senate, in
stead, and despite a Democratic landslide
the most devastating political landslide in 
United States history, which even swept New 
Hampsllire-he was elected. 

During that campaign there occurred one 
of those amusing blunders that sooner or 
later fall to the lot of every political figure. 
Nearing the end of the campaign, candidate 
BRIDGEs was making a whirlwind series of 
speeches one night in the heart of enemy 
territory, the Democratic stronghold of Man
chester. He arrived at a rally at the Franco
American Club, jumped out of his car and 
hurried up to the chairman, tired, a bit 
breathless, and a good half-hour behind his 
schedule. 

"I'm Governor BRIDGEs," he said, grasping 
the somewhat startled chairman by the hand 
and pumping it vigorously. "I'm overdue at 
another meeting, and have two more speeches 
to make tonight. I'd appreciate it very much 
if you could cut the present speaker short, 
and let me go on immediately." 

The chairman went into a quick huddle 
with his aides; the man then speaking was 
unceremoniously cut off, and the Governor 
was escort ed to the platform. There, for the 
next 20 minutes, he denounced "the hor
rible mess the Democrats have made in Wash
ington." 

"It was a darn good speech," BRIDGES in
sists to this day. But before he was h alf
w ay through, it became apparent even to him 
that his audience did not think so. 

And when he glanced toward the back 
of the room a few minutes later, during one 
of those br.ief pauses for emphasis and antici
pated applause {which this time was not 
forthcoming) he knew very well that some
thing was wron g. For standing there in the 
center of the aisle, grimly ign oring the 
frantic whispers of the dist raught cha irman 
and his aides, was the then Congressman 
William Rogers, the Democratic nominee for 
the Senate, and BRIDGES' campaign opponent. 

It seems there were two Franco-American 
clubs in Manchester. Bot h were holding po
litical rallies that night. And BRIDGES was 
addressing the Democratic rally. 

Prior to the 1936 campaign, BRIDGEs was 
regarded by many liberals, both in his and 
in the Democratic Party, as one of their 
very own. But as a result of his vigorous 
attacks against the Roosevelt administra-

tion, and especially against the rapidly in
creasing growth of Federal power in all 
phases of political and economic life, doubts 
commenced to rise, at least in the minds of 
the more avid New Dealers. The doubts 
changed to suspicions when BRIDGES, as a 
freshman Senator, took a leading role in the 
fight against President Roosevelt's plan to 
pack the Supreme Court. And the suspi
cions became convictions as Senator BRIDGES 
fought consistently for economy in govern
ment and a balanced budget, and against 
further extension of Government controls 
and power. Today they regard him as the 
archest of the archconservatives. 

STYLES BRIDGES insists that his OWn po
litical philosophy has not changed. It is 
simply the issues and the philosophy of the 
liberals that have changed. He believes 
firmly in free enterprise, and the holding 
of Government authority {particularly that 
of the Federal Government) to a practical 
minimum. 

However, he also believes, as firmly today 
as he did when he was Governor of New 
Hampshire, that free enterprise and our 
democratic institutions cannot be rigid nor 
static things." They must have flexibility to 
meet new challenges and new crises, wheth
er they arise in time of peace or in time 
of war. 

During his 18 years in the United States 
Senate, BRIDGES has participated vigorously 
in virtually every major controversy, in an 
era when controversy has been the domi
nant note of national political affairs. It 
was inevitable, with such a record, that he 
make many enemies, including some very 
powerful enemies. 

One of the charges most frequently voiced 
is that BRIDGES is a politician. And, of 
course, he is a politician--one of the most 
astute politicians in the United States Sen
ate. After all, the business of government. 
in a democracy at least, is politics. It is just 
about time we Americans learned that fact. 

It is grossly untrue, however, to infer by 
the use of the word "politician," that he is 
d ishonest, or insincere, or interested only in 
being elected and reelected to public office. 
Senator BRIDGES has repeatedly risked his 
political career by bucking the tide of pub
lic opinion, both · in his State and in the 
Nation, on matters which he felt involved 
important principles. He has done so at 
times when emotionalism was running high, 
and when he knew in advance that his cause 
was hopelessly lost {at least for the time 
being) and the only effect of his stand would 
be to antagonize substantial blocs of voters. 

Back in the 1930's, when pacifism was at 
an all-time high, when the country was thor
oughly engrossed with its own troubles and 
weary of the perennial quarrels and prob
lems of Europe, BRIDGEs was one of the first 
Senators to warn of the growing menace of 
German nazism, Italian fascism, and Japa
nese imperialism. His was one of the lone 
voices to demand immediate strengthening 
of Un ited St ates air and sea power. And 
he drew down the wrath of millions of so
called isolationists and won the epithet of 
warmonger. 

I n 1937, he introduced into the Senate a 
resolution to ban the shipment of scrap 
iron and steel, and ot her war goods, to 
Japan-and to this day there must be mil
lions of parents, widows, and sweet hearts 
of men who were lost in the Pacific who wish 
wit h all their heart s that BRIDGEs' measure 
h ad been adopted. 

BRIDGES' unpopular stands, of course, were 
thoroughly vindicated by the events of De
cember 7, 1941, and those that followed in 
the ensuing months and years. 

In even more striking fashion, recent 
events h ave vindicated his far more unpop
ular stands during the war and early postwar 
years. As far back as during the battle of 
Stalingrad , when the press and public of the 
Nation--conservatives and liberals alike
were singing paeans of praise to the Red 

• 
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Army, BRIDGES was one of the first responsible· 
officials to warn of the potential dangers of 
Soviet imperialism, to question the wisdom of 
the huge lend-lease shipments to Russia, 
and to publicly charge that secret deals were 
being negotiated at Teheran and Yalta. He 
was one of the first Senators to charge that 
communists held high posts in the United 
States Government and to support the then 
bitterly criticized efforts of congressional 
committees to root them out. 

Today those efforts of BRIDGES to awaken 
the Nation to the Communist dangers are 
overwhelmingly sustained. But at the time 
they brought down on him tirades of abuse, 
and not only from the Commies, the pinkoes, 
and the extreme liberals. 

But the tough-minded Yankees in the 
State of New Hampshire apparently respect 
a Senator with a mind of his own, and the 
political courage to vote his convictions. 
For in 1948 they again reelected BRIDGES, 
this time by the largest majority given a 
senatorial candidate in the State's history. 

Today Senator BRIDGEs is again bucking 
the political tides, in the view of many as
tute politicians. While many of his Republi
can colleagues from the farm States are des
perately temporizing, the senior Senator 
from the predominantly agricultural State 
of New Hampshire-who, incidentally, is up 
for reelection this year-has come out 
strongly for the administration's flexible 
price-support program-a stand which many 
of his friends· have warned him will bring 
down the wrath of the farmers. 

BRIDGES disagrees. He feels that the Amer
ican farmer needs, and should have some as
sistance in price stabilization of his major 
crops. But he is also convinced that the 
rigid parity program of the past several years 
has had. the inevitable effect of encouraging 
the overproduction of commodities already 
existing in surplus, that the net results are 
grossly unfair to the taxpayer and the con
sumer, a serious threat to the Nation's econ
omy and, in the long run, a danger to the 
farmer himself. And STYLES BRIDGES' back
ground in farming includes the practical and 
the theoretical, as well as the political. 

A rather ironic aspect of BRIDGES' political 
career is that, of all the bitter controversies 
in which he has engaged, the two battles that 
caused him the severest headaches were one 
in which he did not participate at all and one 
in which he entered only as a peacemaker, 
and succeeded in making the peace. 

To this day some of the ardent supporters 
of the late Senator Taft, and the even more 
zealous followers of President Eisenhower, 
have not forgiven BRIDGES for his refusal to 
enter the 1952 preconvention campaign (on 
the side of their respective candidate, of 
course) . He has been accused of betraying 
the man who was one of his closest friends 
in the Senate; of waiting until the race was 
over, and then slapping down his bet on the 
winning horse; of playing both factions in an 
unsuccessful try for the vice presidential 
nomination. 

The facts are these: At the opening of the 
1952 session of Congress, BRIDGES was asked 
by his Republican colleagues to serve as 
minority floor leader. It was already appar
ent that a bitter fight was brewing between 
the Taft and Eisenhower factions. If the 
Republicans were to function with any effec
tiveness during that session, it was absolutely 
essential that the minority floor leaders in 
the Senate and the House remain on good 
te1·ms with the supporters of both Eisen
hower and Taft. So, on accepting their re
spective posts, both BRIDGES and Representa
tive JosEPH MARTIN, the minority leader of 
House, were asked to pledge that they would 
remain absolutely aloof from the preconven
tion campaign. They both gave that pledge. 
They both scrupulously kept it. And-as is 
frequently the fate of the neutral-they both 
wound up talt:ing a lusty thumping from 
both sides. 

Curiously, BRIDGEs' close friend, JoE MAR• 
TIN, also shared with him that other political 
headache, the one he received as the peace
maker (whose blessings, alas, are usually 
reserved for another world) . 

Back in the spring of 1948, two important 
events were vying for the Nation's attention, 
and neither one of them was exactly un
familiar to the American public. A presi
dential election was brewing. And John L. 
Lewis' coal miners were out on an unde
clared strike. 

And back in the spring of 1948, things 
did not look too good for President Truman 
and the Democrats. They were already be
ing ruled into political oblivion by such 
august authorities as Gallup and Roper, and 
some of Tom Dewey's more impetuous fol
lowers were confidently shopping for George
town houses. 

Things were to change somewhat, later in 
the year (along about early November, I 
think it was), but at the time the Fair 
Dealers were so desperate that they even 
seized upon the hated Taft-Hartley Act in 
an effort to drum up some political capital, 
and they threw the book at John L. Lewis, 
who was the No. 1 villain of the day. His 
miners had been out for more than 20 days. 
Coal reserves were rapidly nearing exhaus
tion. Steel mills throughout the Nation 
were banking their furnaces, and factories 
were shutting down. Schools were closing; 
trains running only half their schedules. 
Truly, the Nation was on the verge of a great 
economic crisis. 

And it was all because John L. Lewis and 
Ezra Van Horne, of the coal operators, the 
two trustees of the miners' multi-million
dollar pension fund, were unable to agree on 
a program to start paying pensions. The 
third trustee, after months of vainly trying 
to effect a compromise, finally had quit in 
disgust. 

Then JoE MARTIN got an idea. He ap
proached Lewis and ·Van Horne and suggested 
that they name STYLES BRIDGES as the third, 
or neutral trustee, to try to work out ah 
acceptable compromise. Both agreed, and 
BRIDGES accepted the job. 

Two days later BRIDGES came up with a 
proposed compromise, and although Van 
Horne flatly rejected it, Lewis reluctantly 
agreed. Since BRIDGES and Lewis constituted 
a majority of the three-man board, the pro
posal was adopted-and the miners went 
back to the pits. 

The initial reaction of the Nation was one 
of immense relief, and generally unstinted 
praise for MARTIN and BRIDGES for the parts 
they had played in bringing an end to a cat
astrophic impasse. The day the compromise 
was adopted, Speaker MARTIN was given a 
rising ovation by the entire House, Republi
cans and Democrats alike. 

But some of the more rabid Fair Dealers 
were fit to be tied. They viewed the whole 
thing as a snide trick by Republicans BRIDGES 
and MARTIN to deprive them of the full glory 
of prosecuting Lewis and his union under 
the Taft-Hartley law. 

The mine operators were not very happy 
about it, either. They immediately slapped 
BRIDGES and Lewis with a series of lawsuits 
and injunctions, charging them with illegal-· 
ly using their powers as trustees of the pen
sion fund. 

But the miners stayed on the job. 
Then, a few months later, the roof fell in 

on Senator BRIDGES. The former left-wing 
Senator from Idaho, banjo-playing Glen H. 
Taylor, took the Senate floor to reveal, with 
considerable gusto and innuendo, that 
BRIDGEs was receiving compensations at the 
rate of $35,000 a year for his services as 
trustee to the miners' pension fund and for 
his expenses in connection with the same. 
It was perfectly true (Van Horne got the 
same) . But while $35,000 a year would be 
regarded as a modest fee for a top-flight 
New York or Boston lawyer for sharing in the 

management of millions of dollars, it was 
regarded as a fortune in the Nation's Capital, 
where the men who are responsible for the 
expenditure of b1llions are lucky to receive a 
third of that amount. The Fair Deaiers 
really went to town, and peacemakers 
BRIDGES and MARTIN found themselves buf
feted from all sides. 

By that time BRIDGES had become pretty 
thoroughly fed up with the job. Not only 
was he being sued by the operators and indi
vidual miners, but he was clashing repeat
edly, and sometimes publicly, with Lewis. 
One day he was denounced as a stooge of 
John L. Lewis, and the next he was ·accused 
of selling out to the operators. Much of his 
$35,000-a-year salary was being eaten up in 
legal fees. So, as soon as he could gracefully 
do so, he resigned, serving the greater part 
of a year without compensation. 

There was one rather important fact, 
though, that was generally (to some extent, 
deliberately) overlooked in the uproar. 
Throughout it all, the miners remained in 
the pits. 

And even while the torrents of abuse were 
~ing poured over his head, STYLES BRIDGES 
could, in all justice, claim a substantial share 
of the credit for that. 

Another important fact that was over
looked was that President Truman himself 
had fixed the $35,000-a-year fee for the neu
tral trustee. 

There is an old axiom in Washington that 
many a successful senatorial career is made 
by the Senator's wife; and even more are 
unmade. On that score, too, the fates that 
guide the destinies of public officeholders 
have been kind to STYLES BRIDGES. 

In 1944, Senator BRIDGES, then a widower 
(his fu·st wife, Sally Clement Bridges, died in 
1938) married Deloris May Thauwald, an 
administrative assistant in the Department 
of State and a native of Minnesota. 

Mrs. Styles Bridges is an attractive woman 
with charm, poise, tact, intelligence, and a 
lively interest in national and international 
affairs. Moreover, she has the rare knack of 
exercising all of these talents in an entirely 
unostentatious manner. 

Most important, she closely follows all of 
the important phases of her husband's many 
political activities, but has the good sense 
never to intrude in them. 

BRIDGES, like many men of heavy respon!:i
bilities, often discusses the problems of his 
job with his wife. 

"But he does not ask my advice, nor do 
I ever volunteer it," Mrs. Bridges says. "He 
simply likes to talk things out, for the pur
pose of clarifying his own thinking. Once in 
a while he will ask my views on certain sub
jects, but it is only to keep the conversation 
going. He never asks for suggestions. 

"And I am delighted to be able to help 
as much as I can, by simply sitting and 
listening." 

Senator BRIDGES has three sons. The 
eldest two, Styles, Jr., and David, are Navy 
veterans. John, the youngest, is now a buck 
private in the United States Army, and it 
took no political influence, no phone calls to 
the Secretary of the Army, to get him there. 
The draft took care of that. 

Senator BRIDGES is not only the most in
fluential man in the United States Senate 
today, but he also carries the heaviest burden 
of work. Besides the chairmanship of the 
full Appropriations Committee, he serves as 
a member of each of its 10 subcommittees 
and is also chairman of the Subcommittee on 
State, Justice, and Commerce. He is the 
ranking Republican member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and chairman of 
its important Subcommittee on Aircraft Pro
curement. 

As President pro tempore of the Senate he 
has the obligation of presiding over sessions 
when the Vice President is absent (although 
he frequently delegates that task to another 
Senator). And in this capacity he is third 
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in the line of succession to the Presidency of 
the United States. 

Senator BRIDGES has little time the!>e days 
to engage in the popular controversies that 
make the headlines and the television 
screens. His job, day after day, is to deftly 
wield that scalpel (he rarely swings a meat 
ax) on appropriations requests, which saves 
the taxpayers of the Nation literally billions 
of dollars a year. It was while STYLES 
BRIDGES was chairman of the. Senate Appro
priations Committee in 1947, that $9 billion 
was pruned from the Truman budget (and 
you can still hear faint echoes of the screams 
that reverberated along the shores of the 
Potomac) and for the fi rst time since 1930, 
brought Federal expenditures into balance 
with income. 

On the Senate floor , BRIDGES makes an im
pressive, but not pompous, figure. He is a 
tall, well-built, pleasant-looking man who 
dresses conservatively, is always immacu
lately groomed, and whose lips frequently 
twist into an affable, slightly lopsided grin. 
He is a skillful, and occasionally fiery, de-
bater. · 

In the committee rooms he is a persuasive, 
effective negotiator, usually conciliatory, but, 
when the need arises, sometimes just as 
hard as nails. In the Senate cloakroom he 
is genuinely liked and respected by his col
leagues, political friends and political foes 
alike. 

"If you deal the cards off the top of the 
deck to STYLES, he'll deal them off the top 
of the deck to you," Senator LYNDON B. 
JoHNSON, the minority floor leader, once re
marked to a colleague. "But if you try to 
deal them any other way, you will find he's 
pretty tough at that game, too." 

And coming from a poker-playing Texas 
Democrat to a Republican Yankee from the 
State of New Hampshire, that is really not 
such a bad accolade at all. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Hampshire is com
pleting his third term as a Member of 
this body. By right of seniority, he is 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations, one of the most powerful com
mittees in the Congress of the United 
States. The Senator from New Hamp
shire is also President pro tempore of the 
Senate. 

Perhaps few of the people, even those 
of his own State of New Hampshire, have 
a clear idea of the importance and the 
influence of their senior Senator. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary report~d that on today, 
August 10, 1954, he presented to the Pres
ident of the United States the following 
enrolled bills : · 

S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S. 1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the Dist rict of Co
lumbia to national political conventions and 
for other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to 
alley dwellings in the District of Columbia; 
and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro
politan Police Force shall keep arrest br)ol~:s 
which are open to public inspection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be ex~ 
cused from attendance on the sessions of 

the Senate on Wednesday and Thursday 
of this week, because of serious illness 
in my personal family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED 
An additional bill was introduced, read 

the first time, and, by unanimous con
sent, the second time, and referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 3856. A bill to promote the prevention 

and control of pollution in the Potomac 
River; ordered to lie on the table. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MoRSE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading. ) 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 345 OF 
REVENUE ACT OF 1951-AMEND
MENT 

Mr. FERGUSON submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <H. R. 6440) to amend section 
345 of Revenue Act of 19B1, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 6400, supra, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

RECLASSIFICATION OF DICTO-
PHONES IN THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930-AMENDMENT 
Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend

ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 8932) to reclassify dicto
phones in the Tariff Act of 1930, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1954-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. KENNEDY submitted amend

ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <H. R. 9366) to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code so as to extend coverage under 
the old-age and survivors insurance pro
gram, increa~e the benefits payable 
thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 9366, supra, which were or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

MUTUAL SECURITY APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1955-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MAYBANK submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 10051) making appropria
tions for mutual security for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to· lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. LONG submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to House 

bill 10051, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

RECESS TO 10 A. M. TOMORROW 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I move that the Senate stand in recess 
until10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
10 o'clock p.m.) the Senate took a recess, 
the recess being, under the order pre
viously entered, until tomorrow, Wednes
day, August 11, 19~4, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the. Senate August 10 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Ron. J ames C. Connell, of Ohio, to be 

United States district judge for the northern 
district of Ohio. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 
Theodore E. Munson, of Alaska, to be 

United States attorney for division No. 1, 
district of Alaska. 

Herbert G. Homme, Jr., of North Dakota, 
to be United States attorney for Guam. 

Robert Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States attorney for the district of 
North Dakota. · 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
Harry R. Tenborg, of North Dakota, to be 

United States marshal for the district of 
North Dakota. 

II ..... •• 
.HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 1954 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 

0 Thou great God, our creator and 
benefactor, whose blessings are abun
dantly sufficient for our many needs, 
show us how we may help mankind at
tain unto new and nobler standards of 
life and add to its richness and glory, 
its wonder and joy. 

Inspire us with a greater concern for 
human rights and human welfare and 
may men and nations· learn the art and 
the blessedness of living and walking to- · 
gether in peace. 

We are daily praying that those who 
hold positions of leadership may be en
dowed with wisdom and understanding, 
faith and fortitude, patience and perse
verance as they plan and labor to lead 
and lift humanity to the high plateau 
of brotherhood. 

Hear us in the name of the Prince of 
Peace.. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one of 
his secretaries. 

THE LATE VITO MARCANTONIO 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 

a sense of sorrow that I announce the 
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demise of the late lamented Vito Mar
cantonio, who formerly was a Member
of this House from the State of New 
York. 

One may have disagreed with him but 
one could never find any fault with his 
method of disagreement. He was a 
Member of this House who always fought 
hard for what he deemed right. He 
always fought fair. He had great cour
a ge and determination-a determination 
as firm as a rock you hold in your hand 
and a courage as fierce as lightning. He 
brought to bear upon his services in this 
House erudition, keen intelligence, hard 
work, and what to him was a sincerity of 
purpose. 

He may have been enthusiastically 
misguided in his espousal of certain 
causes. But that was his right. He 
ever stood for the preservation of fun
damental liberties, and, using the words 
of our distinguished Chaplain this morn
ing, he always sought the enhancement 
of human rights and human welfare. 

He was, indeed, a redoubtable oppo
nent. One had to bring up the best of 
his battalions even to meet him on equal 
terms. He easily found the chink in any 
opponent's armor. He knew long in ad
vance the adversary's weakness. 

He was one of the most skilled de
baters in the Congresses he attended. 
He was an adept, artful parliamentarian. 
No one knew the rules better than he 
and he used that parliamentary knowl
edge and art with telling effect. 

He was ever kind, modest, and just. 
I disagreed with him frequently-some
times vehemently. We can no longer 
disagree and all scores are even. 

Death is a mighty leveler. He now 
sleeps · the sleep of death from which 
there is no a wakening. 

He was a Catholic by faith, and I pre
sume a true disciple of his creed. I am 
sure, like David of old, he trusted in 
God's mercy and rejoiced in his salva
tion, for God was his shepherd and 
benefactor. 

He had many setbacks; he had experi
enced many failures and frustrations, 
but one never found him bitter or ran
corous or unduly condemnatory. There 
was no personal animosity about him; 
there was never self-pity. He was ever 
cordial and friendly. He was respected 
by his colleagues. 

Our sympathy and condolence go forth 
to his dear wife and mother who survive 
him. 

In closing, permit me to quote a verse 
of Stevenson's Requiean: 

Under the wide and starry sky, 
Dig the grave and let me lie. 
Glad did I live, and gladly die, 
And I laid me down with a will. 
This be the verse you grave for me: 
"Here he lies, where he longed to be; 
Home is the sailor, home from the sea, 
And the hunter home from the hill." 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Our · 
late colleague Vito Marcantonio, came 
to the House about the same time that 
it was my privilege to begin my service 
here. On his passipg, those whose poli-
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eies and beliefs were as his lost an able, 
vigorous and effective advocate. 

He not only knew the parliamentary 
procedure which governed the House, 
but he never lacked the courage to use 
that knowledge to further the legislative 
program to which he adhered. 
· He was so far to the left that I could 
not go along with his views. Perhaps I 
was too far to the right. However that 
may be, no Member of the House, so far 
as I know, ever doubted his sincerity, 
ever failed to recognize his ability or his 
effectiveness. 

In this country of ours, under our 
form of government, every citizen, as 
well as every Member of Congress, has 
a right to his own opinion as long as he 
stays within the letter and the spirit of1 

the law . . It has always been my firm 
conviction that we should be tolerant in 
our judgment of others, that no man 
should be condemned because of what 
he believes as long as he is sincere, en
tertains honest convictions. Equally 
true is it that no man is required to ac
cept or to follow the views of another. 
Our colleague served the people of his 
district vigorously, consistently, and 
sincerely. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, many of 
us had our differences with cur late col
league, Vito Marcantonio. Many on my 
side of the aisle, when he first came here 
in 1934, having been elected to this 
House as a Republican, members of my 
party, differed with him politically. I 
did, too. Later when he led the Amer
ican Labor Party, many of us on both 
sides of the aisle differed with him po
litically. But he was truly a good Amer
ican. Despite his differences politically 
with us, he was always honest in his 
convictions. He was fair in his political 
warfare. As a man, we respected him 
in life and it is fitting that we pay re
spect to his memory today. 

There were few who were as good par
liamentarians in this House as was Con
gressman Marcantonio when he was 
with us. But, knowing all of the intri
cacies of parliamentary law, he never 
took unfair advantage of anyone; he 
always gave due notice of what he in
tended to do, and when he gave his word, 
it was his bond. 

Mr. Speaker, I join our colleagues 
today in extending to his aged mother 
and his beloved wife our sincere sym
pathy. May his soul rest in peace. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY]. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join with my colleagues in 
saying a word in regard to the gentle
man from New York, concerning whose 
death we have just received notice. I 
think most of us know that on many 
occasions his name was made a kind of 
byword; the fact that one had voted 
with him was used as argument that one 
was unfit to serve in the Congress. I 
knew him during only one term in this 
Congress, and I judge him only by his 
actions on the floor of this House and 
bY' things he said while I was a Member 
here with him. And, I say quite frankly 
that never did he support anything on 
the floor of this-House or advocate any
thing wh~ch any good American, allow-

ing for the great differences of opinion 
among Americans, might not have ad
vocated and any Christian might not 
have advocated. I was struck especially 
by one of his remarks following a no
tice in the newspaper that his wallet 
had been mislaid or stolen. This notice 
included the information that it had 
contained two religious medals. A day 
or two later I asked him about it, and 
he said that he regretted very much 
having lost his wallet, not because of 
the money which it contained but be
cause of these two medals, one of which 
he said was the medal of Mother Ca
brini, an Italian-born American saint 
who had recently been canonized, and 
the second, a medal that he had received 
when he was confirmed as a Christian. 

The gentleman from New York was a 
lonely man. Few of us knew him well 
or intimately. I did not. He was a hard 
and vigorous advocate of his causes. He 
was a master of the rules of this House. 
He was, as other Members have stated, 
a man who honored his word. 

In death he will be fairly judged. 
There is no need for further judgment by 
men. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
echo what our colleague [Mr. CELLER], 
the dean of our delegation, has said of 
our departed friend, Vito Marcantonio. 
He was my friend. I loved him, although 
I was in complete disagreement with his 
political views. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry 
that I am somewhat overcome by emo
tion, but what I really wanted to say 
was that "Marc" was my friend, even 
though some people thought it was po
litically unwise to admit such friendship 
because of his political views. I differed 
with him many, many times in the past. 
I said on many occasions in speaking 
about him during his lifetime that I 
would undoubtedly disagree with him in 
the future. I cannot say that any more. 
As the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLER] pointed out, when he thought 
he was right there was no way of chang
ing his views. He was consistent, he was 
hard working, and represented his con
stituents ably. Many of us will miss 
him. I know that every Member of this 
House who knew him respected him and 
liked him, although I suppose not many 
will get up here and say so. No one can 
find fault with his personal life, even 
though we disagreed with him politi
cally. I know you join with me in ex
tending our condolences, our sincere 
sympathies, to his very fine wife Miriam, 
to his dear mother, and to the members 
of his family. 
. Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that Members may 
have the right to extend their remarks 
in the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the iequest of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, while one 

might disagree with his philosophy of 
government, all who observed him and 
served with him had to respect the in
defatigability and application to duty of 
our late colleague, Vito Marcantonio, 
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whose death occurred under such tragic 
circumstances. He was often alone on 
the floor of the House but his sudden 
death was a shock to us all. He worked 
hard, and he lived hard, and literally 
died while at work. His life was not an 
easy one and his untimely passing calls 
for us to express our sympathy to his 
wife and relatives. It should be the hope 
of all that he will now obtain a degree 
of peacefulness which, it is apparent, 
he found difficult to have here. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
join with those who preceded me in ris
ing to pay a brief tribute to our former 
colleague from New York, and to agree 
with them in all the good things said 
about Mr. Marcantonio, and the glowing 
tributes paid to him. 

Of his many sterling attributes, what 
impressed me most in my personal con
tacts with him was his true concern for 
the oppressed, for those who were among 
the less fortunate, his ever-ready sym
pathy for the poor and downtrodden. 

I believe that he was possessed of a 
good heart and a pure soul, and our 
memory of him, as we saw him in ac
tion on the floor of this House will be to 
many of us an inspiration, for without 
doubt he possessed exceptional ability, 
coupled with immense strength of 
character. We who knew him regret his 
passing at so early an age. 

May the good Lord abide with him and 
with his family in their bereavement. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I was 
shocked and grieved to learn that yes
terday a good friend and a former col
league had passed away. I refer, of 
course, to the late Vito Marcantonio who 
formerly :;.·epresented the 18th District 
of New York in the House of Representa
tives for some 14 years. 

Many Members of this body have dis
agreed with the political principles held 
by Vito Marcantonio. However, I am 
sure that of those who have known 
him-including those who disagreed 
with him most strongly-will all admit 
that he was a most honest, courageous, 
sincere and warmhearted person who 
served his constituents well in the Halls 
of Congress. 

During the 80th and 81st Congresses 
I came to know Marc very well. I liked 
him personally very much, and I re
spected him for his courage and for his 
willingness to stand up on an issue even 
when he stood alone. It is always a 
simple matter to take a position when 
one is part of the majority-but it takes 
real conviction to stand up and be 
counted when you are by yourself or 
with only a small minority. Vito Marc
antonio was a man of such convictions 
who never hesitated to fight for that in 
which he believed. 

Marc was a very honest and sincere 
person. In all the years I knew him as 
a colleague, I never heard of him taking 
an unfair advantage of anyone, nor did 
I ever hear him utter a malicious word 
about even his worst enemies. In fact, 
he was an honorable man who always 
conducted himself as a gentleman and 
a Member of the Congress of the United 
States. 

Vito Marcantonio was a real friend of 
mankind who always fought for the un
derdog. Few Members of this distin-

guished body were his equal as a parlia
mentarian and floor strategist. He 
·knew the rules of the House and was a 
master when it came to floor debate. He 
fought the good fight and did it well. 

Vito Marcantonio will be long remem
bered by all of us who knew him. His 
courage, sincerity and devotion to prin
ciple are traits to be admired. May his 
soul rest in peace. 

I extend my deepest sympathies to his 
family in this hour of sorrow. 

CONTINUATION OF DIRECT LOAN 
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 
1955 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the bill <H. R. 8152) to extend to June 
30, 1955, the direct home and farmhouse 
loan authority of the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs under title III of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1954, 
as amended, to make additional funds 
available therefor, and for other pur
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House be read in lieu of the 
report. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that further read
ing of the statement of the managers be 
dispensed with inasmuch as the report 
has been printed both in the RECORD and 
as a separate report. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill continues the 
direct home loan program administered 
by the Veterans' Administration through 
June 30, 1955. The program has worked 
well, the default rate on these loans has 
been less than one-half of 1 percent, and 
the maximum amount which the Vet
erans' Administration is authorized to 
advance may not exceed $10,000. In ac
tual practice it has been considerably less 
than that-about $6,900. I ask unani
mous consent to insert at this point the 
latest figures available on the operations 
of this program by the States since it 
will be of interest to all Members of the 
House. 

The conference agreement provides for 
a quarterly allocation of $37,500,000 less 
the proceeds of sales on previously made 
loans. This is exactly half of the dif
ference between the two Houses. As 
passed by the House, the authorization 
was for $25 million a quarter. As passed 
by the Senate, it was $50 million a quar
ter. The conferees have agreed to split 
the difference. 

There has been some question on the 
matter of allocation of these funds. The 
present system provides for an allocation 
on the basis of veteran population in 
those areas which are eligible for this 
program-the nonmetropolitan areas. 
The managers on the part of the House 
believe that the present system of allo
cating those funds in the individual 
States should be continued inasmuch as 
it is as · equitable a system of distribution 
as can be devised when all points are 
considered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT No. 2652) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
8152) to extend to June 30, 1955, the direct 
home and farmhouse loan authority of the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs under 
title III of the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended, to make additional 
funds available therefor, and for other pur
poses, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: · 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter· proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following "That the Servicemen's Readjust
ment Act of 1944, as amended, is hereby 
amended-

"(a) by striking out of clause (C) of sec
tion 512 (b) 'July 31, 1954' and inserting in 
lieu thereof 'June 30, 1955'; 

"(b) by striking out of section 512 (d) 'to 
any private lending institution evidencing 
ability to service loans' and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'to any person or entity approved for 
such purpose by the Administrator'; 

" (c) by striking out of the first sentence of 
section 513 (a) 'July 31, 1954' and inserting 
in lieu thereof 'June 30, 1955'; 

" (d) by striking out of the third sentence 
of section 513 (c) 'June 30, 1955' and insert
ing in lieu thereof 'June 30, 1956'; 

"(e) by striking out of the first sentence 
of section 513 (d) 'July 31, 1954' and insert
ing in lieu thereof 'June 30, 1955'; 

" (f) by striking out of section 513 (d) the 
second time it appears the sum of '$25,000,-
000' and inserting in lieu thereof the sum 
of '$37,500,000'." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, 
BERNARD W. KEARNEY, 
WILLIAM H. AYRES, 
OLIN E. TEAGUE, 
WM. JENNINGS BRYAN DORN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

HOMER E. CAPEHART, 
JOHN W. BRICKER, 
IRVING M. IVES, 
BURNETT R. MAYBANK, 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 

Managers o:" the Part Of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House 

'at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8152) to extend 
to June 30, 1955, the direct home and farm
house loan authority of the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs under title III of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, to make additional funds a vail
able therefor, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon and 
recommended in the accompanying confer
ence report as to such amendment, nan'lely: 

The bill as passed by the House provided 
for a 1-year extension of the direct loan 
program administered by the Veteraas' Ad
ministration to June 30, 1955. It also au
thorized $25 million additional each quarter 
for the purpose of making loans, less the pro
ceeds from the sale of loans in the preceding 
quarter. 

When the bill was referred in the Senate 
no action was taken immediately, but when 
the bill H. R. 7839, the so-called general 
housing bill, was under consideration, ·sec
tion 902 was added to that bill by the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, to extend 
the program for the same period of time 
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as H. R. 8152-June 30, 1955-and to in
crease the amount of authorization from 
$25 million a quarter to $50 million a quarter. 
This bill was passed by the Senate in that 
form but in conference section 902 was elimi
nated from the measure. 

In the meantime Public Law 438 had been 
enacted, which extended the operations of 
the direct loan program to July 31, 1954. 

Following the elimination of section 902 
from the housing bill which subsequently 
became Public Law 560, H. R. 8152 was re
ported to the Senate and passed, providing 
for an extension to June 30, 1955, authoriz
ing $50 million a quarter, and permitting 
the sale of direct loans to individuals. There 
is no difference between the two Houses as 
to the period of extension of the program. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the direct loan program shall continue until 
June 30, 1955, permits the sale of previously 
made loans to individuals, and authorizes 
$37,500,000 for each quarter beginning July 1, 
1954. 

The managers on the part of the House 
believe that the present system of allocating 
funds to the individual States and subdivi
sions of such States should be continu~d, as 
it embodies as equitable a method of dis
tribution as can be devised. 

EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, 
BERNARD W. KEARNEY, 

WILLIAM H. AYRE3, 
OLIN E. 'TEAGUE, 
WM. JENNINGS BRYAN DonN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

REPORT ON- UNITED STATES PAR
TICIPATION IN UNITED NATIONS 
FOR THE YEAR 1953-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 492) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read; and, together with the accompany
ing papers and illustrations, referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith, pursuant to the 

United Nations Participation Act, the 
eighth annual report, covering the year 
1953, on United States participation in 
the United Nations. 

This report surveys the first year of 
our activity in the United Nations since 
this administration took office, and I am 
happy to bring to your attention its evi
dence of benefits that have accrued to 
our country and the free world from 
participation in the United Nations. 

DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 10, 1954. 

PAYMENT TO AMERICAN 
PLOYEES DISMISSED 
UNITED NATIONS 

EM
FROM 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im
mediate consideration of the resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 262) expressing the sense 
of the Congress that the United States 
delegation to the United Nations should 
take all possible steps to prevent the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
from authorizing or approving the pay
ment to the 11 American employees in 

the United Nations who were dismissed 
because of their refusal under the fifth 
amendment to answer proper questions 
before the Internal Security Subcommit-
tee of the Senate. · 

The Clerk read the title of the concur
rent resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the resolution, as follows: 

Whereas 11 American employees in the 
United Nations were asked in 1952 and 1953 
to testify before the Internal Security Sub
committee of the Senate concerning their 
membership in the Communist apparatus 
and other subversive activities, but refused 
under the fifth amendment to answer, with 
the result that such subcommittee recom
mended their dismissal from such employ
ment; and 

Whereas the Secretary General of the 
United Nations dismissed the 11 employees 
from their employment in the United Na
tions, and they appealed; and 

Whereas on appeal the United Nations 
Administrative Tribunal awarded damages 
to the 11 employees in a total amount of 
$179,420 on account of such dismissal, and 
the International Court of Justice has re
cently upheld the Administrative Tribunal; 
and 

Whereas the case is now before the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations, which 
must approve the award of such damages be
fore payment thereof can be made; and 

Whereas the United States, which pays ap
proximately one-third of the expenses of the 
United Nations, should not be compelled to 
contribute any of its funds for the payment 
of damages in a case of this kind to persons 
who have a record of disloyalty to the United 
States: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that the United States dele
gation to the United Nations should take all 
possible steps to prevent the General As
sembly of the United Nations from authoriz
ing or approving the payment, to the 11 
American employees in the United Nations 
who were dismissed because of their refusal 
under the fifth amendment to answer prop
er questions before the Internal Security 
Subcommittee of the Senate, of the awards 
of damages (in a total amount of $179,420) 
made by the United Nations Administrative 
Tribunal and recently upheld by the Interna
tional Court of Justice, and that no part of 
the funds heretofore appropriated, or here
after appropriated by the Congress for the 
United Nations shall be used for the payment 
of such awards. 

The House concurrent resolution was 
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in tre RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 

commend the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. ROGERS] for his untiring efforts to 
obtain passage of House Concurrent 
Resolution 262 and I want the record to 
show that I have supported him in every 
way possible. 

It is unthinkable that a single dollar 
of money derived from the taxpayers of 
this country, and appropriated to the 
United Nations, _should be used for the 
purpose of paying almost $180,000 in 

alleged damages to 11 so-called Ameri
cans, employed by the United Nations, 
who sought refuge under the fifth 
amendment and refused to answer prop
er questions of a United States Senate 
committee and a New York grand jury. 

My only criticism of this concurrent 
resolution is that it does not go far 
enough. It ought to further state the 
position of Congress as being opposed to 
any further appropriation of funds to 
what is euphoniously called the Interna
tional Court of Justice. It was this al
leged court, meeting in a foreign coun
try, that recently held these 11 suspect 
Americans should be paid $180,000. 

Mr. Spe~ker, the unanimous vote by 
which this resolution was approved by 
the House of Representatives ought to 
serve notice on occupants of that mod
ern Tower of Babel, otherwise known 
as the United Nations Building, that 
there can be an end to the openhanded 
patience of Americans. It ought to be 
notice to some foreigners that not all 
Americans .are as gullible as they might 
seem to be. 

AUTHORIZING RELIEF OF CERTIFY
- ING OFFICERS FROM EXCEPTIONS 
TAKEN TO PAYMENTS 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 1184) to authorize relief of author
ized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to termi
nated war agencies in liquidation by the 
Department of State. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller 

General of the United States is authorized 
and directed to allow credit in the accounts 
of authorized certifying officers of termi
nated war agencies, in process of liquidation 
by the Department of State at the time of 
the enactment of this act, for the amounts 
of suspensions and disallowances, which have 
been, or may be, raised by the General Ac
counting Office on account of payments made 
in accordance with vouchers certified by 
such certifying officers: Provided, That the 
Secretary of State or his authorized repre
sentative shall certify that in his opinion 
there is no evidence of fraud or collusion on 
the part of the certifying officers in connec
tion with the payments. 

SEc. 2. "Authorized certifying officers of 
terminated war agencies in process of liqui
dation by the Department of State" as used 
in this act means certifying officers employed 
by terminated war agencies transferred to 
the Depart ment of State for liquidation and 
certifying officers under the Department of 
State who certified payments for the activi
ties of such terminated war agencies, or any 
terminated wartime activity of the Depart
ment of State from funds allocated to or 
made available to the Department of State 
by working funds or reimbursements pur
suant to the provisions of section 686, title 
31, United States Code, or other authority 
of law: Provided, however, That no certify
ing officer of the Department of State shall 
be released hereunder as to payments made 
from funds appropriated directly to the De
partment of St ate or as to payments made 
after the date of enactment of this act: Pro
vided further, That the authority granted 
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under this act shall expire not later than 
2 years after the date of enactment of this 
act. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE
MENT. OF MERCHANT-TYPE VES
SELS 
Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak

er, I call up the conference report on 
the bill (S. 3546) and ask unanimous con
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2647) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
3546) which would authorize an immediate 
program for ·the modernization and improve
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 
reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the House and 
agree to the same with further amendments 
as follow: In lieu of the matter proposed 
to be deleted by the House amendment be
ginning on page 2, line 25, after the num
eral "1949" insert a period, delete the word 
"and" and insert the following sentence: 
"In entering into such contracts the Secre
tary of Commerce shall not alter the pres
ent Maritime Administration policy of in- · 
viting single bids or split bids or both for 
dry dock and nondrydock work." 

Delete the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment on page 3, lines 
5 through 7. 

THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 
JOHN J. ALLEN, Jr ., 
JOHN H. RAY, 
HERBERT C. BONNER, 
JOHN F. SHELLEY, 

Managers on ·the Part of the House. 
JOHN M. BUTLER, 
FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House at 

the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill S. 3546, which would 
provide an immediate program for the mod
ernization and improvement of such mer
chant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are 
necessary for national defense, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con
ferees and recommended in the accompany
ing conference report: 

s. 3546 as passed by the Senate provided 
that within 12 months after the date of the 
enactment of this act the Secretary of Com
merce shall enter into contracts for the re
pair, modernization, and conversion of vessels 
as may be necessary to carry out the provi
sions of this act. It further provided that 
such contracts may provide for expenditure 

by the United States of not more than $45 
million. It also provided that such contracts 
should be with private shipbuilding or ship
repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf 
coasts of the United States, and on tlie Great 
Lakes or other inland waterways. It al!lo 
provided that in entering into such contracts 
the Secretary of Commerce shall not alter the 
present Maritime Administration policy of 
inviting split bids for drydock and nondry
dock work. It required that bids on any 
such contracts shall include any towage and 
insurance cost involved. Finally, it author
ized to be appropriated such sums of not 
in excess of $45 million as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this act. 

As amended by the House, S. 3546, ex
tended the 12-month period to 24· months; 
reduced the $45 million authorization and 
contract ceiling to $25 million; deleted the 
Great Lakes or other inland waterways pro
vision; deleted the provision requiring the 
Secretary of Commerce not to alter the pres
ent Maritime Administration policy of invit- . 
ing split bids for drydock and nondrydock 
work; deleted the requirement that bids on 
any such contract shall include towage and 
insurance cost involved; and inserted a pro
vision that the contracts in question may 
be negotiated without competitive bidding 
whenever such action is determined by the 
Secretary of Commerce to be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this act. 

It was the view of the conference com
mittee that the House amendments, with 
two exceptions. were sound and should be 
adopted. The first exception raised by the 
Senate conferees and concurred in by the 
House conferees was that the bill should 
p·ovide that in entering into such contracts 
the Secretary of Commerce shall not alter 
the present Maritime Administration policy 
of inviting single bids or split bids or both 
for drydock and nondrydock work. The 
second exception raised by the Senate 
conferees and concurred in by the House 
conferees was that ·the provision that the 
contracts in question may be negotiated 
without competitive bidding whenever such 
action is determined by the Secretary of 
Commerce to be necessary to carry out the 
purpose of this act is -annecessary in view of 
the fact that under present law, in appro
priate situations, the Secretary of Commerce 
already has the power. 

THoR C. ToLLEFSoN, 
JOHN J. ALLEN, Jr., 
JOHN H. RAY, 
HERBERT C.· BONNER, 
JOHN F. SHELLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

THE LATE JAMES V. BUCKLEY 
Mr. McVEY. Mr. Speaker, all of us 

were saddened by the sudden and unex
pected death of Mr. James V. Buckley. 
Mr. Buckley represented the Fourth 
Congressional District of Illinois during 
the 81st Congress. He died Friday, July 
30, in the St. Margaret's Hospital, at 
Hammond, Ind. Funeral services were 
held at 9 a. m. on August 2, 1954, at 
St. Victor's Church in Calumet City, Ill. 

Mr. Buckley was born May 15, 1894, in 
Saginaw, Mich. He has lived in the area 
of the Illinois Fourth Congressional Dis
trict for approximately 35 years. He 
was engaged in real estate and building 
business in the Calumet region for more 
than 20 years. 

While Mr. Buckley was my predeces
sor in the Congress, it was not my privi
lege to meet him on numerous occasions. 

However, we have many friends in com
mon, and the esteem in which he was 
held by residents of the Fourth Congres
sional District certainly testifies to h1s 
congenial disposition and his ability to 
serve his fellow men. In the House of 
Representatives, he stood firmly for 
various types of legislation which-aimed 
to better the conditions of the working 
classes. His passing is a matter of deep 
regret to all of us. 

Mr. Buckley has lifted the veil of mys
tery and gone to the great beyond. It is 
fitt_ing that we pause at this time in 
respect to his memory. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McVEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, it 
was my privilege to know the late James 
V. Buckley prior to the time he was 
elected as Congressman from the Fourth 
District of Illinois. He was reared on a 
farin and educated in the public schools 
of Saginaw County, Mich. For a number 
of years he was engaged in the real estate 
and building business in Chicago. He 
was very active in labor work and was 
president of local 714, United Automo
bile Workers, CIO. 

He was a personable individual who 
fought vigorously in behalf of the work
ing people of his district. In his passing 
th_e city and State have lost an outstand
iiig man. 

To his family I extend my deepest 
sympathy. 

IN MEMORIAM 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 

· House for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I have never been able to understand the 
pattern of life. Today dear friends are 
with us in the alternating joys and dis
appointments of human lives, and to
morrow they lie quiet in eternal slumber. 
All of us in our respective turns will fol
low the westward course dropping over 
the horizon that divides the finite from 
the infinite. Btit the order of our going 
is not within the zone of either our reck
oning or our understanding. 

I came to the 81st Congress with Jim 
Buckley. Three of our colleagues from 
Illinois, beloved friends of mine, passed 
on-Ralph Church, Martin Gorski, and 
A. J. Sabath-and to me with the passing 
of each of these dear friends my world 
narrowed. 
~ow Jim Buckley has gone to join the 

others in that wider sphere of richer 
service to which from the trials and 
tests of our sojourn on · earth . we are 
graduated. 

But it is hard for me to realize that 
Jim Buckley has gone. He always was 
so big, so etrong, so vibrant. It seenis 
but yesterday that his rich voice rang 
out with warm cordiality his greeting of 
me as BART. I never had been called 
by that abbreviation of my name. I 
never had had a nickname, and I sup
pose that somewhere deep within me and 
undiscerned by me was the longing for 
a nickname such as possessed bY those 
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who are named Richard and are ad
dressed by friends as Dick. A few oth~ 
ers of my colleagues in the 8lst Congress, 
Clint McKinnon and Chester Chesney 
among them, took up the BART of Jim 
Buckley's creation. 

It was a trivial circumstance. But it 
is from the seeming trivialities of human 
associations that are made the measures 
of our memories of departed friends. 

Jim Buckley served one term in this 
body. He was happy at the opportunity 
that was given him to be a Member of 
the Congress of the United States. He 
was happy because his life had been 
given to the cause of labor, and here in 
this Chamber he found the opportunity 
to serve that cause in a broader area. No 
higher tribute could be paid his memory, 
nor one that he would like the better, 
than at the conclusion of his congres~ 
sional service organized labor in making 
its appraisals of the service of Members 
of the 81st Congress gave to Jim Buckley 
a 100-percent rating. 

He was born in Michigan, a farm boy. 
Those were the days when there was 
little or no machinery on the farm. 
There were endless hours of hard work 
that had to be done at the cost of sweat 
and aching muscles. It was not a boy
hood cushioned for ease. It was the 
rugged boyhood of a farm boy in a period 
when a farmer was left to shift for him
self and to take all the gamble with 

, weather, pests, and :fluctuating markets. 
It was a boyhood, however, spent in a 
simple farmhouse lightened and en- ' 
riched beyond the power of costly ·fur
niture by the wholesome atmosphere of 
a home that placed its faith in God and 
in fellow men. · 

He came to Chicagoland, was married, 
children · were born, and he was pros
perou·s. The · way ahead seemed rosy. 
Then the great depression struck. Only 
those who experienced the terrors of that 
devastating depres~ion can grasp the 
completenes.s with which the props· were 
knocked from under the generation then 
in the 'prime. 

Jim Buckley took it on the chin, as did 
the others, battling to find livelihood for 
his little family in a sea of economic 
stagnation, but smiling always in the 
faith that soon the coming of tomorrow's 
sun would break the darkness of the 
night. 

The enactment of the Wagner Act, 
hailed throughout the land as labor's 
Magna · Carta, ushered in the new day 
when hope returned and again the sun 
ehone upon our country. From the 
darkness of the night of the depression 
came the dawning of a new day when at 
long last labor was freed of the stigma of 
servitude and enthroned with the dignity 
of copartnership with management, 
thereafter to meet with employers at the 
conference table for determination of 
common problems. 

Jim Buckley threw his talents and his 
devotion into the work of marshaling 
the workers to accept the challenge of 
the new and happier order. 

He came to Washington, one of the 
crusaders for the dignity of labor, mem
ber of a valiant army mustered by the 
votes of an indignant electorate in the 
election of 1948. It was [l_n army of high
purposed crusaders, friends and cham-

pions of the great mass of American 
men and women who lived by toil. It 
won some victories. It raised the mini~ 
mum wage to .75 cents an hour and vastly 
increased the coverage. It greatly en
riched the benefits of social security. It 
did very much indeed to contribute to 
the greater contentment and welfare of 
the American people. 

But it failed, disappointingly, in the 
main objective of restoring and preserv
ing in full measure the status of dignity 
and copartnership of labor with man
agement blueprinted in labor's Magna 
Carta-the Wagner Act. Jim Buckley 
did all that he could do · and labor gave 
him a 100-percent rating. 

For myself and my colleagues from 
Chicago I extend to the widow, the sons, 
and the other members of Jim Buckley's 
,family our deepest sympathy. 

, ·Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MACK of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

wish to join with my colleagues in pay
ing tribute to the Honorable James 
Buckley, of Lansing, Ill. The news of 
his death has saddened the hearts of all 
those who .knew him. It was my privi
lege to serve with Jim Buckley during 
the 81st Congress. During those 2 years, 
he ag·gressively pressed for legislation 
which would benefit the 'working people, 
not only in his district in Cook County, 
but the entire Nation as well. Mr: 

·Buckley believed in the principle·s of or
ganized labor· and in the betterment of 
working standards for all men. His 
votes in Congress always vividly re:fiected 
this view. He :was an unrelenting op
ponent of all legislation which was not 
in the interest of the working people 
of this Nation. 

James Buckley served in this body. 
with distinction. He was a great Ameri
can and a Christian gentleman. His 
loss will be keenly felt by all who served 
with him. To his wife and family who 
loved and honored him, I offer my sincere 
condolences. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, James 
Buckley served with me during his term 
of Congress as a member of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 
We were both ·new Members of the. Con
gress. I appreciated anQ. . enjoyed his 
fellowship and friendship. In many 
ways James Buckley symbolized the 
great city from which he came. He was 
big and sti~ong like Chicago. He was 
positive and forceful. He maintained 
his position with vigor and with assur
ance. His direction was forward. In 
him the great poem of Carl Sandburg 
''Chicago" was alive. In his voice was 
the cry of the poet "Come and show me 
another city with lifted head so singing 
proud to be alive." 

ADJOURNMENT OF CONGRESS A 
HUNDRED YEARS AGO THIS WEEK 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I think 

we can stand the injection of a word 
of levity into the .solemn proceedings of 
this very deliberative body. Therefore. 
I quote~ an item appearing in last Sun
day's New York Herald Tribune under 
the heading "A Hundred Years Ago This 
·Week in the New York Tribune." It is 
indeed apropos: 

Congress finally adjourned yesterday morn
ing, ·immediately after meeting. In conse
quence of .a breakdown in the telegraph, we 
have no details of the dispersion. The whol~ 
country wlll experience a grateful sen~ation 
of relief, when they hear that t}?.eir Repre
sentatives have really separated. 

MODERNIZE THE FAIR LABOR 
STANDARDS ACT 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKE:a. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. 'Mr. Speaker, modernize 

the Fair Labor Standards Act~ 
The Fair Labor Standards Act be· 

came effective in 1938-16 years ago. 
· So many changes have occurred since 

then, that- the time spread seems more 
like 60 than 16. Prices and wages have 
left 1938 far, far behind.· The Fair La~ 
bor Standards Act of . that year is hope
lessly out of date and out of touch with 
present conditions. 

To bring it within speaking distance 
of reality, I have introduced a .bill to 
raise the minimum wage from '75 cents 
to $1.25 per hour, and to bring 9 million 
more workers under its coverage. 

Even the original -act was· a misnomer, 
because its true intent was riddled by 
amendments. 

Too many special pleaders "got out 
from under." 

Most of us recognize that a few indus
tries can pay a minimum higher than . 
the $1.25 per hour that is proposed. Un
der my bill, tripartite industry commit
tees are authorized to adjust these par:. 
ticular situations. 

New legis! a tion · is required to reach 
thqse employers who, under one pre
text· or another, have failed to declare 
their employees in on their owri prog
I·ess. 

Ignoring the fact that average hourly 
earning·s of factory workers have gone 
up from 62 cents to $1.79 per hour dur
the past 16 years. 

Refusing· to admit that the cost of liv
ing for lower income groups has in
creased 120 percent. 
· Blind to the actual minimum wage 
of $1.25 or higher that prevails in Ameri
can industry today. 

Brushing aside the increasing skill 
and experience of the workers which 
add to the production and profits of 
the employer. 

The one-way philosophy that some
how expected that underpaid workers 
would, by some miracle, be able to make 
the purchases that would support a high 
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level of economic activity was tragically 
repudiated in 1929. . 

Substandard wages in any industry 
have a way of penalizing the industry 
itself. Those who oppose reasonable 
progress for their employees, usually be
come victims of their own shortsighted
ness. Lack of recognition or incentive 
eventually drives their best employees 
into other fields. Resistance to change 
leads to slow motion. The exploiters 
gain an initial advantage, but lose out 
in the long run. 

In the meantime, before they are 
brought to book, they have harmed their 
own workers, and have been a drag upon 
progressive employers. 

I recall that in 1950 those industries 
that were paying less than · 75 cents per 
hour voluntarily brought their wages 
into line when they saw that Congress 
was going to act to raise the statutory 
rate. 

The anguished cries suddenly sub
sided. 

They were able to pay the increased 
minimum all along. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act, if it 
only lived up to the economic justice 
implicit in its title, would protect the 
wages of helpless, unorganized, and de
pressed millions who depend upon the 
laws of this Nation to prevent slave 
labor. 

We can no longer afford the exemp
tions that make a mockery of the pres
ent law. 

Our economy depends upon the widest 
possible spread of adequate purchasing 
power. 

Any evasion of this economic law 
weakens our genuine domestic security. 

Therefore I have introduced a bill to 
strengthen FLSA, to prepare the ground
work and to stimulate early hearings 
by the Labor Committees of the House 
and Senate so that there will be no ex
cuse for further postponement when this 
vital issue is brought up for congres
sional action. 

AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, S. 3233 

which provides for transportation on 
privately owned American-flag vessels of 
at least 50 percent of the United States 
Government financed cargoes represents 
years of concentrated activity to insure 
a fair deal for our hard-hit American 
merchant marine. The bill has passed 
the Senate, been favorably reported out 
of the House Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee and has been pending 
in the Rules Committee since July 22. 

I feel that it is imperative the Rules 
Committee at least report this vital bill 
and give the Members of the House a 
right to vote on the legislation. I am 
100 percent in favor of the measure, and 
am confident that if the bill is brought 
out on the floor it will pass by a great 
majority. 

It seems to me it is shortsighted in
deed, on the part of a few, to keep the 
overwhelming majority of the House 
who are in favor of S. 3233 from the 
right to vote on the legislation. 

Time is of the essence. I urge the 
Rules Committee to bring this all im
portant bill-S. 3233-to the floor for 
a vote. 

YUGOSLAV, TURKISH, AND GREEK 
PACT 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 

Speaker, it is with very real pleasure 
that, as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on the Near East and Africa of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, I call your at
tention to the pact just signed between 
Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey. This, 
Mr. Speaker, means more than is appar
ent to the casual reader. Looking back 
over the years as I do to the long history 
of wars in the Balkans and between 
Greece and Turkey, it is almost incred
ible that bitterness and suspicion should 
have given way to the mutual respect 
and understanding necessary to such an 
agreement. It speaks well for the states
manship of the leaders of these three na
tions that this should have been accom
plished in spite of previous antagonisms 
and wide differences of their social and 
political backgrounds. It speaks well for 
the understanding of their people of the 
need for unity and strength if freedom 
is to be protected not only in the Western 
World but in the world as a whole. 
Surely this pact is indeed another link 
in the ever-growing strength of the de
fenses of our free world. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to file minority views, report No. 
2651. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALTER]? 

There was no objection. 

EXPENSES OF SELECT COMMITTEE 
Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on House Admin
istration I call up House Resolution 701 
and ask unanimous consent for its -im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the expenses of conducting 
the investigation authorized by House Reso
lution 549, 83d Congress, incurred by the 
Select Committee To Investigate and Study 
Benefits Provided Under Federal Law for the 
Surviving Dependents of Deceased Members 
and Former M2mbers of the Armed Forces, 
not to exceed $20,000 including expenditures 
for the employment of such experts, special 
counsel, and such clerical stenographic, and_ 
ot her assistants shall be paid out of the 

contingent fund of the House on vouchers 
authorized by said committee and signed by 
the chairman of the committee, and ap
proved by the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

SEc. 2: The official stenographers to com
mittees may be used at all hearings held in 
the District of Columbia, if not otherwise 
engaged. 

The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to recons:der was laid on the 
table. 

AMENDMENT TO SECTION 709, TITLE 
18, UNITED STATES CODE 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of the bill <S. 3769) 
to amend section 709 of title 18, United 
States Code, so as to protect the name of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation from 
commercial exploitation. 

The Clerk read the titie of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. REED]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting immediately after the eighth para
graph thereof a new paragraph as follows: 

"Whoever, except with the written permis
sion of the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, knowingly uses the words 'Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation' or the initials 
'FBI,' or any colorable imitation of such 
words or initials, in connection with any 
advertisement, circular, book, pamphlet, or 
other publication, play, motion picture, 
broadcast, telecast, or other production, in 
a manner reasonably calculated to convey 
the impression that such advertisement, cir
cular, book, pamphlet, or other publication, 
play, motion picture, broadcast, telecast, or 
other production, is approved, endorsed, or 
authorized by the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation; or" . 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

A similar House bill <H. R. 9921) was 
laid on the table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PROVIDING PAYMENT OF FEES TO 
COUNSEL ASSIGNED TO REPRE
SENT INDIGENT DEPENDENTS IN 
FELONY CASES 
Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the immedi
ate consideration of the bill <H. R. 
10158) to provide for the payment of 
fees to counsel assigned to represent in
digent defendants in felony cases. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois? . 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc ., That section 3006 of 
ti t le 18, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 
" -§ 3006. Fees for counsel assigned to indi

gent defendants 
"Whenever a district court assigns counsel 

to represent an indigent defendant charged 
wit h a felony, the court may allow to each 
such counsel, upon the termination of the 
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services rendered, a fee of not to exceed the 
following amounts, namely: 

" ( 1) Where the defendant is charged with 
an offense punishable by death, $250; 

"(2) Where the defendant is charged with 
any other felony, $100." 

SEc. 2. The analysis of chapter 201 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out item 3006 and inserting in its 
place the following item: 
"3006. Fees for counsel assigned to indigent 

defendants". 
SEc. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 

appropriated to the United States courts, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsicer was laid on the table. 

AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE 
FABRICS ACT 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3379) to 
amend the Flammable Fabrics Act, so as 
to exempt from its application fabrics 
and wearing apparel which are not 
highly flammable. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman · from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob .. 
ject, I simply take this time to point 
out that while I favor an amendment 
to the Flammable Fabrics Act, I do not 
believe this bill goes far enough. In 
fact, I am in. favor of the Purtell bill 
which was passed by the Senate. I am 
hopeful that when the bill goes to con
ference the Senate will insist on its 
version of the bill and that that is the 
way it will finally pass. I withdraw my 
reservation. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, re .. 
serving the right to object, may I ask 
the gentleman from Massachusetts if 
this takes care of the textile industry in 
Massachusetts? Apparently, they have 
reached the place where they do not 
know exactly where they are. 

Mr. HESELTON. This amendment is 
intended to relieve the situation in re .. 
gard to certain mills that manufacture 
sheer articles. There is only a very 
slight change which has been approved 
by the Department, and by the industry. 
I know of no objection other than the 
one indicated by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. KLEIN]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON . . This matter was 
referred to the Department of Commerce 
or to some department in the Federal 
Government because we could not just 
exactly agree on something. All I want 
to know is if they have agreed that these 
so-called flammable things are manu
factured in Massachusetts? 

Mr. HESELTON. Yes. There are two 
mills in Massachusetts and two in Con .. 
necticut. The Department of Commerce 
and the textile industry are in accord 
with this change and it will take care 
of the situation to which the gentleman 
refers. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the· gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise in support of S. 3379, as amended 
by the Committee on Interstate and For .. 
eign Commerce. This bill amends the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, Public Law 88, 
83d Congress. 

·The purpose of the act is to properly 
protect the public from the danger sur .. 
rounding the use of wearing apparel 
made of highly flammable textiles of the 
types which have caused either bodily 
injury or death to numerous individuals. 

The major problem in formulating leg .. 
islation to control the use of dangerously 
flammable textiles is to distinguish be .. 
tween the conventional fabrics that pre .. 
sent moderate and generally recognized 
hazards and the special types of fabrics 
which present unusual hazards and are 
highly dangerous. 

Shortly before the effective date of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act-July 1, 1954-
representations were made to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com .. 
merce to the effect that certain sheer 
fabrics, such as organdies, tulles, and 
georgettes which have been used with 
safety by the American consumer for 
many generations failed by a very narrow 
margin to pass the 4-second burning time 
prescribed by the law. 

The ban on such fabrics will have a 
very ~erious effect on the manufacturers 
and processors of these sheer fabrics. 

The very sheer organdie produced by 
the Baltic Mills Co., of Baltic, Conn., nor .. 
mally represents from 40 percent to 50 
percent of its total production. A simi .. 
lar organdie produced by the Ponemah 
Mills, of Taftville, Conn., represents 25 
percent of its sheer-cotton production. 

These very sheer organdie fabrics have 
been made for more than 50 years with
out criticism as to their flammability. 

The discontinuance of production of 
this sheer organdie would remove from 
the market a fine textile which for gen
erations has been used safely in the man
ufacture of women's and children's 
clothing. 

The discontinuance of production in 
this line would cause additional hardship 
to the many workers who for generations 
have been employed in these mills and 
processing plants. 

I am advised that the textiles produced 
by these firms would pass the fiamma .. 
bility test conducted in accordance with 
Commercial Standard 191-53, providing 
the burning time is lowered from 4 sec
onds to 3% seconds. 

This proposed bill, as amended, is sup .. 
ported by the 'Textile Workers Union of 
America, by the executive departments of 
the Government, and by industry. 

If the law is amended in accordance 
with the reported bill, this organdie ar1d 
similar textiles would be permitted to 
move in commerce. Production and em .. 
ployment would be continued. The pub .. 
lie would still be adequately protected 
against the highly flammable textiles 
used in wearing apparel which have 
caused bodily injury and death. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to ask the sponsor of the bill whether 
this bill exempts scarves? 

Mr. HESELTON. No; it does not. 
The committee, in its report, indicated 
that they did not feel that scarves 
should be exempted. Not all silk scarves 
are presently banned, only silk scarves 
which are unable to meet the test, the 
requirements under this law, which are 
very light scarves. 

Mr. CELLER. Did not the Depart
ment of Commerce ask that scarves be 
exempted from the operation of the act? 

Mr. HESELTON. It ·is my ·recollec .. 
tion that at one stage the Department 
did indicate they thought scarves should 
be exempted, but later took a different 
position, and now do not recommend it. 

Mr. CELLER. I want to say to the 
gentleman that I was given a different 
impression. 

Mr. HESELTON. I beg the gentle
man's pardon. I withdraw that. They 
did not change their position. 

Mr. CELLER. They are still opposed 
to the fact that scarves were not 
excluded? 

Mr. HESELTON. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. CELLER. I want to say to the 
gentleman that there is a very substan
tial industry involved in this bill, par
ticularly as it refers to scarves, and 
those that handle ·scarves in my city of 
New York are greatly embarrassed by this 
act and will continue to be embarrassed 
unless scarves are excluded. For that 
reason, Mr. Speaker, I think there should 
be full and mature debate on a bill of 
this character and it should not be con
sidered in this fashion. For that reason 
I must object. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman please withhold his objection? 

Mr. CELLER. Certainly. 
Mr. KLEIN. May I say that I have 

been very close to this situation. I have 
been in contact with the representatives 
of the industry in New York, and while 
I agree with the gentleman that scarves 
should be e:xcluded, I hope the gentle
man will not object, because we are 
hopeful, if we can pass this bill, it will 
at least be a start. This is better than 
nothing, and we are hopeful, if it gets 
over to the Senate, that in conference 
we will get much more than this. If the 
gentleman objects, I am afraid that we 
will get no legislation at all at this point, 
and then we will all be badly off. 

Mr. CELLER. I appreciate the ·atti
tu~e of the gentleman from New York, 
and I am most anxious always to co
operate with him, and with the rank
ing minority member of the distin .. 
guished Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST]. Can we get 
some assurance from those on the other 
side of the aisle that they will seek, say, 
in the next Congress, to exempt scarves 
from the operation of this act? 

Mr. HESELTON. I certainly think 
that the committee will be glad to give 
further consideration to the matter. 

Mr. CELLER. That is not the answer 
I am seeking. Does the gentleman him
self feel that scarves should be excluded? 

Mr. HESELTON. In my opinion, no. 
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Mr. CELLER. Well, then. I do not 
think we will get anything out of the 
conference, I will say to the gentleman 
from New York, who seemed to imply 
that if the matter went to conference, 
we might be able to get some apprecia
ble results and, failing that, in the next 
session we might get scarves eliminated. 
Apparently those who control the destiny 
of the committee now will not help. 
Mayhap they will not have control in 
the next Congress. Nonetheless, we are 
taking a chance in case they are in con
trol that they will not help us in this 
matter. 

Mr. KLEIN. I would like to point out 
that the bill as passed by the Senate, 
which was introduced by Senator 
PURTELL, of Connecticut, specifically 
provided-and if I am incorrect, I 
think a member of the staff will cor
rect me-that scarves should be excluded 
from the operation of this act, which is 
what I favor and which I think the gen
tleman favors. There is no reason in the 
world why scarves should not be ex
cluded. They are detachable. The his
tory of this legislation is that some 
deaths were caused by the burning of 
suits of some kind worn by youngsters. 
It was never intended that scarves 
should be included in the prohibition. 
However, I think the gentleman should 
get the assurance to take it up at the 
next session from this side of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. All right. May I get 
the assurance of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] who will soon 
undoubtedly be chairman? 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] of 
course is speculating at this point. I 
can assure the gentleman from New York 
that so far as our side of the committee 
is concerned we are greatly interested 
in the question he has asked. I feel, how
.ever, that a determination of what might 
happen in another session of Congress 
should not at this time enter into the 
question of whether this bill should be 
passed and sent to conference- at this 
time. I shall confer privately with the 
gentleman about any possibility of what 
may happen in another session of Con
gress. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. . Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. HESELTON]? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Flammable 

Fabrics Act (67 Stat. 111; 15 U. S. C. sees. 
1191-1200) is amended as follows: 

( 1) In section 2 (d) after the comma 
following: "hats, gloves" insert "scarfs made 
of plain surface fabrics' ' ; and (2) after sub
section (b) of section 4 insert the follow
ing: 

"(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Commercial Standard 191-53, setting forth 
the conditions under which samples of fab
rics and articles of wearing apparel are to 
be tested, the tests shall be made upon 
samples which after having been previously 
dried are conditioned to equilibrium in the 
standard textile-testing atmosphere of 65 
percent relative humidity and 70° F.'• 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert "That section 4 of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act (15 U. S. C., sec. 1193) is hereby 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following subsection: 

"'(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph 3 .1 Commercial Standard 191-53, 
textiles free from nap, pile, tUfting, flock, or 
other type of raised fiber surface when tested 
as described in said standard shall be classi
fied as class 1, normal flammability, when the 
time of flame spread is 3 Y2 seconds or more, 
and as class 3, rapid and intense burning, 
when the time of flame spread is less than 
3 Y2 seconds.' " 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to make a brief explanation of this bill 
which provides for a simple amendment 
to the Flammable Fabrics Act. The 
amendment would permit plain surface 
fabrics which burn in 3% seconds when 
tested in the manner prescribed by this 
law to qualify as "safe" fabrics. They 
would not be pro~ibited for use in wear
ing apparel. The present minimum 
permissible burning time is 4 seconds. 

The law will retain the 4-second burn
ing time for textiles which have a nap, 
pile, tufting, or other type of raised fiber 
surface. They will have to meet the 
present requirement of the law and the 
bill does not attempt to affect these 
textiles at all. 

The Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce was advised that fabrics 
made of plain surface burn with a lesser 
degree of intensity as compared with the 
raised fiber surface textiles, and that the 
burning time for the former fabrics may 
be lowered without reducing, to any sig
nificant degree, the protection to the 
public which the Congress sought to pro
vide by the enactment of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act. 

The purpose of this act is, of course, 
to protect the public from the danger 
surrounding the use in wearing apparel 
of highly fiammable textiles of the types 
which have caused either bodily injury 
or death to numerous individuals. 

This act became Public Law 88 of the · 
present Congress on June 30, 1953. The 
Congress provided that the law should 
take effect 1 year after the date of its en
actment. The effective date was post
poned for 1 year in order to give the tex
tile industry adequate time to dispose of 
stocks, to obtain the testing machinery 
and develop the necessary skills to con
duct the flammability tests. 

Shortly before this law was scheduled 
to take effect, there was brought to the 
attention of the Congress the fact that 
certain textiles, which have been in use 
in this country for many decades with
out any history of unusual ftammability 
characteristics, were barred under the 
provisions of the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
Included among these ineligible textiles 
are certain organdies, georgettes, and 
tulles. 

Two textile mills in New England are 
especially hard hit by this law. The 
Baltic Mills, of Baltic, Conn., normally 
produces between 40 and 50 percent of 
its total volume of production very sheer 
organdie which fails to meet the present 
ftammability test by a very narrow mar
gin. A similar organdie produced by the 
Ponemah Mills, of Taftville, Conn., also 
fails to meet the test. Other mills in 
Massachusetts are similarly affected. 
Discontinuance of production of these 
very sheer textiles will mean depriving 
the American people of a product used 
in the manufacture of ladies' and chil
dren's dresses. It would mean increased 
unemployment in the mills and process
ing plants. 

These grave consequences are undesir
able as well as unnecessary. The com
mittee is convinced that so far as these 
very sheer textiles are concerned, the 
present law is unduly harsh. · 

The National Bureau of Standards, 
the Department of Commerce, and the 
textile industry favor a reduction in the 
burning time of these plain-surface fab
rics from 4 seconds to 3% seconds. No 
one would be hurt by this amendment. 
Everyone would stand to gain. And the 
public would still be adequately protect
ed against textiles which are so highly 
flammable as to be dangerous when 
worn by the individual. 

I urge the House to pass this bill. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, a 

little over a year ago the Congress passed 
the Flammable Fabrics Act, and it was 
approved by the President on June 30~ 
1953. This act was the culmination of 8 
years of continaous and very careful . 
study by the Congress and the textile in
dustry and trade for a law to protect the 
public from the danger surrounding the 
use in wearing apparel of highly flam
mable textiles of the types which have 
caused either bodily injury or death to 
numerous individuals. 

HISTORY OF LEGISLATION 

Bills to prohibit the transportation in 
interstate commerce of highly flammable 
fabrics and wearing apparel were intro
duced in the House beginning with the 
79th Congress, 1st session, 1945. In the 
80th Congress your Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce held exten
sive hearings on three flammable fabrics 
bills, namely, H. R. 505, by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]; H. R. 
601, by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. JoHNSON]; and H. R. 1111, by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ARNOLD]. 
Similar bills were introduced during the 
81st and 82d Congresses. In the 82d 
Congress the Senate passed unanimously 
on July 3, 1952, S. 2918, a bill similar in 
many respects to H. R. 5069, of the "83d 
Congress, which was enacted into law. 
S. 2918 was reported by your committee 
on July 4, 1952. The House took no 
action on that bill prior to the adjourn
ment of the Congress on July 7, 1952. 
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On April 16, 28, and 29, 1953, your 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce held public hearings on five 
similar bills, H. R. 389, by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]; H. R. 
2768, by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. WOLVERTON]; H. R. 3851, by the gen
tleman ftom New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]; 
H. R. 4159, by the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. JoHNSON]; and H. R. 4500, 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WILLIAMs]. The principal objective of 
these bills is to prohibit the introduction 
or movement in interstate commerce of 
articles of wearing apparel and fabrics 
which are so highly flammable as to be 
dangerous when worn by individuals. 
H. R. 5069 was introduced by me, as 
chairman of the committee, and at the 
direction of the committee, as a "clean" 
bill as a result of the committee hearings 
and after executive consideration -of all 
of the bills pending before the commit
tee. This bill was passed unanimously 
by the House on June 3, 1953, by the Sen
ate on June 18, 1953, and was approved 
by the President on June 30, 1953-Pub
lic Law 88, 83d Congress. This act took 
effect on July 1, 1954. 

Every witness who testified before the 
committee, without exception, repre
senting virtually all segments of the tex
tile industry and trade, urged prompt 
and effective Federal legislation to pro
tect the public from the dangers of 
highly flammable wearing apparel and 
fabrics used in wearing apparel, and 
supported these bills in principle. More
over, the committee was urgently re
quested to take prompt action on this 
legislation. It was pointed out that if 
this legislation was not enacted, a variety 
of State and local regulations lacking 
in uniformity might very well ensue. It 
seemed obvious that uniformity of regu
lat~on in this matter was necessary. 

Testimony in support of legislation on 
this subject was received from the Fed
eral Trade Commission, the National 
Cotton Council of America, the National 
Retail Dry Goods Association, the Tufted 
Textile Manufacturers Association, the 
Society of the Plastics Industry, the 
Rayon and Acetate Fiber Producers, and 
others. 

It should be cle::-..r from what has been 
said that this act .had the unanimous 
approval of everyone concerned with this 
problem. The effective date of this law 
was postponed for 1 ye~r in order to give 
the industry and trade adequate time to 
make the necessary inventory and tech
nical adjustments. 

FLAMMABILITY TEST 

The major problem in formulating 
legislation to control the use of danger
ously flammable textiles is to discrimi
nate between the conventional fabrics 
that present moderate and generally 
recognized hazards and the special types 
of fabrics which present unusual hazards 
and are highly dangerous. 

The rate of burning of a garment or 
other textile product depends upon the 
kind of fiber, the finishing materials 
present, the structure of the yarn and 
fabric, and such circumstances as the 
relative humidity. In general, wool tex
tiles ignite and burn with difficulty while 
cotton and rayon ignite and burn more 

readily. The major hazards arise from 
certain cotton or rayon fabrics having 
fuzzy or furlike surfaces which flash and 
burn with exceeding rapidity. Most 
synthetic textiles melt when heated and 
the molten material is capable of pro
ducing serious burns on coming in con
tact with the skin. 

Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act prescribes the standards of flam
mability. Commercial Standard 191-
53, promulgated by the Secretary of 
Commerce, effective January 30, 1953, 
prescribes the standard for flammability 
of clothing textiles and Commercial 
Standard 192-53, promulgated by the 
Secretary of Commerce, effective May 22, 
1953, prescribes the standard of flam
mability for vinyl plastic film. 

The flammability test provided in the 
Commercial Standard 191-53 makes use 
of strips of fabric 2 by 6 inches in dimen
sion. These strips are washed, cleaned, 
and dried to a bone-dry condition in a 
prescribed manner. The test consists of 
measuring the burning time in seconds 
when the test piece is mounted in a 
specially designed apparatus, called a 
flammability tester, and a flame is ap
plied in a prescribed manner. Fabrics 
with a flame spread of more than 7 
seconds are classed as having normal 
flammability. Those with a flame spread 
of less than 4 seconds are classed as rapid 
and intense burning, while those burn
ing in 4 to 7 seconds are rated as having 
intermediate flammability. This act 
prohibits the introduction or movement 
in interstate commerce of those fabrics 
which are classed as rapid and intense 
burning fabrics. 

Commercial Standard 192-53 is the 
industry-approved standard with re
spect to vinyl plastic film. Such film is 
used in the manufacture of various 
articles of wearing apparel such as rain
coats, capes, hoods, pants, and aprons. 
The flammability test is prescribed in 
paragraph 3.11 of this standard. 

NEED FOR AMENDMENT 

Shortly before the effective date of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act representations 
were made to your committee and the 
corresponding Senate committee to the 
effect that certain sheer fabrics, such as 
organdies, tulles, and georgettes, which 
have been used with safety by the Amer
ican consumer for many generations, 
failed by a very narrow margin to pass 
the 4-second burning time prescribed in 
the law for nonhighly flammable textiles, 
and are therefore banned under this 
law. It is unfortunate that representa
tives of manufacturers and processors of 
such materials were not aware of this 
difficulty and did not present their prob
lem to the Congress during the time that 
it was considering, a year ago, the bills 
to prohibit the introduction or move
ment of highly flammable fabrics in in
terstate commerce. 

Your committee was advised that the 
ban on such fabrics will have a very 
significant effect on the manufacturers 
and processors of these sheer fabrics. 
The very sheer organdie produced by the 
Baltic Mills Co., of Baltic, Conn., nor
mally represents from 40 to 50 percent of 
its total production. A similar organdie 
produced by the Ponemah Mills, of Taft-

ville, Conn., represents 25 percent of its 
sheer-cotton production. The discon
tinuance of production of this sheer 
organdie would remove from the market 
a very fine textile used in the manufac
ture of women's and children's dresses, 
that would be difficult to replace. It 
·would also cause unemployment in the 
mills and the processing plants. 

Your committee understands that the 
textiles produced by these firms would 
pass the flammability test conducted 
in accordance with the law providing the 
burning time is lowered from 4 seconds 
to 3 Y2 seconds. If the law is amended 
in accordance with the reported bill, this 
organdie and similar textiles would be 
permitted to move in commerce, produc
tion and employment would be con
tinued, and the public would still be ade
quately protected against the highly 
flammable textiles used in wearing ap
parel which have caused bodily injury 
and death. 

The Senate approved bill, which your 
committee amended, proposed to add 
scarfs, made of plain surface fabrics, to 
the other articles of wearing apparel 
which had already been exempted from 
the provisions of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act, namely, certain hats, gloves, and 
footwear. The bill also proposed a 
change in the conditions under which 
samples of textiles were to be tested for 
flammability. Instead of the test being 
conducted in a bone-dry condition, as 
stipulated in Commercial Standard 191-
53, which is the standard of flammability 
set forth in section 4 of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, S. 3379 proposed that the 
samples of the fabrics to be tested should 
first be dried and then be conditioned to 
equilibrium in an atmosphere of 65 per
cent relative humidity and 70° F . 

Shortly after the bill passed the Sen
ate, several important communications 
were received by your Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, express
ing strong opposition to S. 3379. Such 
communications came from the National 
Retail Dry Goods Association, the Inter
national Association of Fire Chiefs, the 
State fire marshal of California, the In
ternational Ladies Garment Workers 
Union, the Textile Workers Union of 
America, the Northern California Chap
ter of the Society of Fire Protection 
Engineers, and even from the De:(:art
ment of Commerce which had previously 
approved this bill. 

The reason for this opposition was the 
fact that further tests conducted under 
the formula proposed in the bill produced 
results that were greatly disturbing to 
the safety and protection of the public. 
If enacted, the bill would have the effect 
of greatly v1eakening the flammability 
~tandard by as much as 300 to 400 per
cent in the case of some textiles. 

The Department of Commerce also 
withdrew its support from the new 
flammability testing formula proposed in 
S. 3379, as introduced, and similar House 
bills, H. R. 9193 and H. R. 9392. In his 
letter of June 16, 1954, addressed to the 
chairman of your Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, Acting 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Walter Wil
liams stated in part: 

The bills pending before your committee 
would resolve this aspect of the problem by 
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modifying the test to provide that the ma
terial to be tested should be tested when it 
is in equilibrium in the standard testing 
atmosphere of 65 percent relative humidity 
and 70° Fahrenheit. Under the existing 
standard the test is made on the material in 
an extremely dry condition. 

In commenting on S. 3379 to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
of the Senate and in a communication di
rected to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce of the House, dated May 
14, 1954, we urged that these modifications 
be enacted into law. We have, since that 
time, through tests which have been con
ducted, determined that many fabrics with 
a raised-fiber surface, when tested under the 
standard testing atmosphere prescribed by 
S. 3379, show such a wide disparity of burning 
characteristics as to raise questions concern
ing the adequacy of the proposed revision 
as a safeguard. 

It is recommended that instead of testing 
fabrics under the standard testing conditions, 
which give us concern for the reasons set 
forth above, a minimum of 3 seconds burn
ing time be established for plain-surface 
fabrics and that the 4-second minimum be 
maintained for raised-surface fabrics. The 
tests would be performed under the dry con
ditions established by CS 191- 53 as presently 
incorporated in the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
'The differences in burning times are suffi
ciently justified, in our opinion, by the more 
intense burning of the raised-surface fab
rics. We are advised by technical experts in 
the field of flammability of textiles at the 
National Bureau of Standards of the De
partment that sheer plain-surface fabrics 
burning within these limits have been in 
conventional use for many years and that 
most of these fabrics with raised surfaces 
which have apparently caused recent acci
dents because of their unusual flammability 
would be banned by the 4-second limit which 
.remains in effect for such fabrics. 

The various proposals to avoid the real 
difficulty with respect to conventional sheer 
plain-surface fabrics have been discussed 
thoroughly with members of the standing 
committee for CS 191-53. This committee 
which participated actively in the develop
ment of the standard was unanimous in the 
opinion that the solution herein proposed 
would provide adequate and appropriate 
safeguards against fabrics of unusual haz
ards and at the same time allow interstate 
traffic in conventional sheer plain-surface 
fabrics which do not present such unusual 
hazards. 

The recommendation of the Acting 
Secretary of Commerce that a minimum 
of 3 seconds' burning time be established 
for plain-surface fabrics , while main .. 
taining the 4-second minimum for 
raised-surface fabrics, and conducting 
the tests under the bone-dry conditions 
established by Commercial Standard 
191-53, was explored by the chairman 
of your Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce with many interested 
parties. As a result of these discussions 
and communications, it developed that 
a reduction of the burning time from 
4 to 3% seconds for plain-surface fab
rics would be sufficient to qualify as safe 
those sheer fabrics which now fail to 
pass the flammability requirements un
der the law by a very narrow margin. 

Moreover, the view w~s expressed that 
this amendment would have the support 
of the cotton-textile industry. Your 
committee was also assured that this 
reduction in burning time to 3% seconds 
for plain-surface fabrics would not ma
terially lessen the safety to the public 
which the Congress sought to provide 

by the enactment of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act. 

Your committee is convinced that 
scarfs should be subject to the provisions 
of the law just as any other item of wear
ing apparel. They can be as much a 
danger to human safety as any other 
improperly protected garments. Scarfs 
are worn around the head or neck and 
tied on with a knot which may not be 
easily removable. Once ignited, the 
danger of the hair catching on fire is 
very great. The scarfs cannot be read .. 
ily discarded under such circumstances. 

It should be emphasized that not all 
the silk scarfs are presently being banned 
under the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
The only silk scarfs which are unable 
to meet the flammability requirements 
under this law are the very lightweight 
4-momme and lighter scarfs. The 
heavier weight silk scarfs of 5-momme 
weight or higher would generally pass 
the flammability tests under the present 
law. 

Handkerchiefs up to 24 inches square, 
according to an administrative ruling of 
the Federal Trade Commission, are not 
articles of wearing apparel within the 
meaning of the Flammable Fabrics Act 
and are, therefore, exempted from the 
provisions of this law. 

I urge the House to pass the Commit
tee-approved bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"An act to amend section 4 of the Flam
mable Fabrics Act, with respect to stand
ards of flammability in the case of cer .. 
tain textiles." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the co~erees 
on the Supplemental Appropriation Bill 
may have until midnight tomorrow 
night to file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

RENEWAL OF AND ADJUSTMENT OF 
COMPENSATION FOR CARRYING 
MAIL ON WATER ROUTES 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of the bill <S. 361) 
to provide for renewal of and adjust
ment of compensation under contracts 
for carrying mail on water routes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the last two para

graphs of section 3951 of the Revised Stat
utes, as amended (39 U. S. C., sec. 434), is 
amended by inserting after the terms "star 
route contract" and "star route contractor," 
the terms "inland water route contract" 
and "inland water route contractor," re
spectively. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out after the figure 
"434) ", the balance of line 4, lines 5 and 6, 
and line 7 up to and including the word 
"respectively", and insert "are amended by 
striking out the words 'star-route or screen 
vehicle service' wherever they appear in such 
paragraphs and inserting in lieu thereof 
'star-route, screen vehicle service, or inland 
water-route'.'' 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS 
Mr. McVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
who wish to do so may extend their 
remarks in the RECORD with reference to 
the late. Mr. Buckley, following the re
marks of Mr. O'HARA of Illinois and 
myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

LABELING OF PACKAGES CONTAIN
ING FOREIGN-PRODUCED TROUT 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill <S. 2033) 
relating to the labeling of packages 
containing foreign-produced trout sold 
in the United States, and requiring cer
tain information to appear on the 
menus of public eating places serving 
such trout. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill S. 2033, with Mr. 
ALLEN of Illinois in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 

the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
O 'HARA] will handle the time on this side. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

M.r. Chairman, there was considerable 
debate upon the rule, and I should like 
to summarize briefly in a factual way the 
purpose of this legislation. 

The purpose of the bill is to protect the 
public by requiring imported trout, as 
defined in the bill, to be labeled as trout 
and identified as to the country of 
origin so that the public and the pur
chaser can identify and distinguish im
ported trout from domestic trout. 

The reported bill will serve actually 
three objectives: First, to protect the 
public and consumer against deceptive 
and unfair practices by requiring truth
ful disclosure of the origin of the trout; 
second, to protect our domestic trout pro
ducers against unfair competition from 
foreign producers of trout; and third, to 
protect our source of supply for stocking 
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the streams of the Nation with game 
trout. 
_ Is there anything wrong with protect

ing the public from being deceived or 
being misled by fraudulent misrepre
sentation? Let me point out that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce has over the years brought out 
similar bills with an identical purpose. 
I need only to speak of the Federal label 

· laws covering foods, drugs, and cosmet
ics under the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act; the widely acclaimed Wool 
Products Labeling Act of 1939; and the 
Fur Labeling Act of August 8, 1951. All 
of these had as their principal purpose 
the protection of the public and the pro
tection of the American producer as well 
as the American consumer. 

What has been going on here? I wish 
some of my friends on my right side 
would eat some of our American pro
duced Rocky Mountain trout, rainbow 
trout, and perhaps they would not be 
quite so facetious about some of their 
suggestions as to this bill. Those peo
ple who raise trout are mostly in a fam
ily-size farm production of domestic 
trout. Most of them are a family-size 
unit operation, and the total investment 
of these people is perhaps every cent they 
have. 

They are confronted with furnishing to 
the Food and Game Department of the 
48 States, those that have them, at least, 
the fingerlings and the eggs for the pro
duction of trout that are planted in the 
streams of the various States. On top 
of that they must, in order to make 
ends meet, sell the trout they produce 
for eating purposes. They have been 
getting their throats cut by the tremen
dous importation of a cheap, foreign, in
ferior type of fish into this country, 
which, unfortunately, too many of the 
people in the restaurant business are 
selling as Rocky Mountain trout-mis
labeling and fraudulently- describing 
trout which ·in no way compares to 
American produced trout. They can buy 
this cheaply produced imported foreign 
trout from Japan or Denmark. These 
people can buy this cheaply produced 
foreign trout at about 40 cents a pound 
less than the American produced trout 
can be sold. So they are making a nice 
profit in doing so. I know that most of 
the restaurant people are decent, fine 
people, and that they would not in

. tentionally mislead or deceive the public, 
and we are protecting them by requiring 
these importers of this foreign trout to 
identify and mark the trout whether it 
is 1 fish or 12 in packages and to iden
tify the country that the trout is im
ported from. Is there anything wrong 
about that? We did that in the fur
labeling bill where we compelled the 
fur people to mark and identify for sales 
purposes the origin of the fur. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself. 8-minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple 
bill. The purpose of it has been well 
explained by my colleague, the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA]. 
Now it becomes a question of whether or 
not you want the public to be advised as 

to what they are eating when something 
is put before them which is labeled trout 
such as Rocky Mountain trout or some 
other kind of trout. Not only that but 
there are a number of trout producers in 
this country and everyone of them who 
appeared before the committee was in 
favor of this bill. We did have some 
opposition to the bill on the part of some 
restaurant owners, . but other than that 
so far as the public at large is concerned, 
I do not recall much opposition. We 
have letters here from the Izaak Walton 
League in favor of this bill. We have 
letters from the National Wildlife Fed
eration in favor of the bill. We have a 
communication from the Sport Fishing 
Institute, of Washington, D. C., in favor 
of the bill. We have a communication 
from William E. Rae, editor of Outdoor 
Life. We have a letter from the Depart
ment of F'ish and Game of the State of 
Idaho. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair
main, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. It is my 

understanding that the Fish and Game 
Departments of 38 States have endorsed 
this bill. I was informed of that fact 
this morning. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do notre
call how many there were, but I presume 
the gentleman is absolutely co1:rect when 
he makes that statement. Certainly, this 
is not an invasion or violation of any 
principle. The Congress has adopted 
similar legislation with reference to oleo
margarine. This type of law was passed 
concerning furs and wool. There are 
many other pieces of legislation that the 
Congress has passed to protect the pub
lic. There is one provision here that 
makes certain that there is no interfer
ence at all with any State law. I believe 
it is section 3 of the bill which provides 
that nothing in this act shall be con
strued as authorizing possession, sale, or 
serving of foreign produced trout in any 
State or Territory in contravention of 
the laws of such State or Territory. So 
it appears to me that there cannot be 
much objection to the passage of this 
bill. Certainly some good can come out 
of it. I think this Congress today should 
give favorable consideration to the pas
sage of this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I have been 

puzzled to know how you are going to 
tell the difference and what is the differ
ence-and I am sure the gentleman 
being an expert on these matters, can tell 
me-what is the difference between the 
fish that is spawned in the United States 
and one that is spawned, say, in Canada, 
a trout now? What is the difference be
tween these trout? How can you tell if 
you eat them? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. There is 
some difference in the flavor. It is just 
like ham. I am sure the gentleman 
would like to get Virginia ham in this 
bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I hope the 
gentleman is going to offer such an 
amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not 
propose to. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I just do not 
see how a restaurant dealer or a 
customer eating in a restaurant is going 
to know the difference between a trout 
born in Canada and one born in New 
York. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not 
think the purpose is to get the birth 
certificate of any fish, as far as that is 
concerned. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Suppose one 
fish grew up in Canada and one grew up 
in New York; how are you going to tell 
the difference when you eat the fish? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Suppose a 
citizen were born in Canada, we would 
like to know something of his back· 
ground. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. There are 
several different kinds of trout named 
in this bill, and I know the gentleman 
is an expert on the subject. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I would not 
say that. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It talks 
about the following genera: Salmo, 
Salvelinus, Cristivomer, Hucho, and 
Brachymystax. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Those who 
eat fish might know the difference; 
those who eat fish are entitled to know, 
and labeling the fish will give this in· 
formation to fish eaters. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chair· 
man, will the gentleman yield? I want 
to partly answer the question. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I think those 

of us who enjoy eating trout know the 
difference between a brown trout and a 
brook trout. The Salmo is the brown 
trout. The Salvelinus and Cristivomer 
are brook trout. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Well, the 
gentleman seems to know. I think the 
experts possibly might know, but how 
are just plain ignorant folks like me to 
know? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I will say to 
the gentleman· from Virginia it would 
not be a difficult matter to have the 
package label show the origin of the 
foreign trout, and from what country it 
comes. 

· Mr. SMITH of Virginia. But how is a 
restaurantkeeper going to be able to tell 
whether this trout was born in Canada or 
New York? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. It does not 
make any difference where it was born 
as long as it is branded and labeled. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If it is not 
branded how does he know? Are you 
going to brand all these fish? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The brand .. 
ing is on the packages; I mean the label .. 
in~ of the packages should tell the kind 
of fish it is and from which country it 
comes. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. But suppose 
they mislabel the package; suppose the 
package does not contain the proper . 
label and the restaurantkeeper puts the 
fish bn the table? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. If he does 
it in good faith and unknowingly he has 
not violated the law. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 
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Mr. BEAMER. I think that is one 

important point the gentleman from 
Virginia has raised. This is a matter 
of misbranding. Is it not true that it 
is a matter of good faith? No. one has 
any objection to having. foreign trout 
imported, but they should not ·be brand
ed as Rocky Mountain trout or with 
some name indigenous to this country. 
In other words, this is another reason 
why the Pure Food and Drug Division 
has approved this legislation. 

. Just as in the case of beef that is im- . 
ported in cans, the cans are labeled as 
to the source of origin. . This merely ap
plies the same principle to trout. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr . . 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr .. HIESTANDJ. 

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a good bill, in my judgment. It is a 
sound one and it is important from an 
interstate point of view. It comes from 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. The basic thinking involved 
in this matter has been tested in many, 
many xmlings . under existing law cover
ing food labeling and so forth. 

There are two important principles 
involved here, in my judgment. One is 
simple honesty. Who is going to quarrel 
with honesty in labeling? What honest 
man wants wrong labeling or dishonest 
labeling?· The labeling should be at-the 
point of sale, of course. 

The second point is this:· We are fac
ing a threatened destruction of an· in
dustry composed ·of small businessmen 
scattered all over the United States who 
market their trout in order to be able to 
keep the trout-fishing industry alive. 

Quite a while ago I read an article by 
a very distinguished former President of 
the United States which had to do with 
the conservation of natural resources. 
He made a very powerful argument and 
he wound up his argument by advocat
ing, believe it or not, the preservation 
of trout streams. As he put it in his 
last line: "For fishing is good for the 
soul of mankind." 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, there will be 
many people in ·every congressional dis
trict of the United States vitally inter
ested in trout fishing, for it is good for 
the soul of mankind. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. I should like to pro
pound a question of the gentleman. Let 
us go into this supposititious case: A 
Danish trout finds himself in American 
waters where he meets and admires a 
lovely American trout. Subsequently 
we find a number of little trout swim
ming around both of them. How would 
the restaurantkeeper label these little 
trout when they become of age? 

Mr. HIESTAND. If we were to seri
ously consider an answer to the gentle
man's question, we would have to require 
that the restaurantkeeper label his menu 
in accordance with the labeling on the 
package. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Do I understand this 
bill provides for penalties as follows: 
For the first violation the restaurant
keeper or the hotelkeeper who violates 
this law would be subject to penalties up 
to 1 year in jail or $1,000, and for the 
second offense he would be subject to a 
penalty of 3 years in jail and a fine of 
upwards of $10,000, is that correct? 

Mr. HIESTAND. May I direct the 
gentleman's attention to the fact he has 
stated the extreme penalty, but those are 
already in the law. They have been in 
all of our pure food laws. 

Mr. CELLER. But they have never 
been applied to trout before? 

Mr. HIESTAND. -No. 
Mr. CELLER. Suppose· Hamburg Joe, 

having a snack bar, buys fish in the fish 
market and he gets his Danish trout 
mixed up with his · Wyoming trout and 
he prepares a Danish trout for a cus
tomer in his place who asked for Idaho 
or ·wyoming trout; he could be subject 
to all those penalties, is that correct? 
That is possible, is it not? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I suggest to the gen
tleman that he should not be deceiving 
the people. The same penalty applies 
to oleomargarine, tomatoes, and other 
things. 

Mr. CELLER. He does not deceive in
tentionally. He got mixed up. He can
not tell one trout from another and he 
serves Danish trout for American trout, 
or serves un-American trout for Amer
ican trout. He would be subject to the 
penalties I have suggested, would he 
not? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield-? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As I understand it, 
you have to show definite intent to de
ceive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The - time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. KLUCZYNSKI]. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. M. R. Stephens, Associate Commis
sioner of the Food and Drug Administra
tion, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, in the closing paragraph of 
his testimony, on page 15 of the hear
ings on July 7, 1953, said: 

The Department respectfully · recommends 
against the enactment of this bill. 

The Interior Department and the 
State Department are opposed to this 
bill. The restaurant associations and the 
American Hotel Association are opposed 
to this bill. 

One feature of the bill up for con
sideration is that restaurants would be 
required to list, "in clear and conspicuous 
type, the word 'trout' preceded with the 
name of the country in which such trout 
was produced" or a notice displayed 
prominently and conspicuously stating 
such fact. 

The restaurant industry is vigorously 
opposed to this provision, nor is there 
any good reason legally or otherwise for 
a provision of this nature. The legality 
of such a provision -is seriously ques
tioned, as it is doubted that the inter
state commerce provision of the United 

States Constitution reaches to the point 
of a specifying language to be contained
in a restaurant menu of a purely local 
and intrastate business establishment: 

Apart from the legality of such a pro
vision, the wisdom of a procedure re-. 
quiring prominent and conspicuous no
tices on restaurant menus is more seri
ously doubted. 

If this requirement were enacted into 
law, then the same provision could be 
enacted in other laws where ·an imported 
product competes with one produced in 
this country. And this would only be a 
start . . To further complicate matters, if 
the restaurant did not use menus, then 
the notices would have to be posted on 
the wall. This certainly would detract 
from the inviting atmosphere a restau
rateur creates for his guests. 

An important point which the con
templated bill does not take into con
sideration is the fact that a restaurant 
is all three--a manufacturer, a proc
essor, and a retailer. The restaurant ob~ 
tains food in the raw state and converts 
it into a meal which it sells to the ulti
mate consumer. The consumer pur
chases a meal with the accompanying 
service and atmosphere. Patronage of 
a restaurant is based upon the reputation 
of the restaurant to serve good food with 
good service in pleasant surroundings. 

The patron is interested in the ulti
mate product and relies on the restau
r~nt proprietor to satisfy his desire for . 
food. The customer depends on the 
restaurateur and not the label for food 
that is good to eat. Twice during the 
past decade restaurants were required to 
put notices on their menus or walls be
cause of Federal Government laws. 
During the eras of OPA and OPS notices 
were required. Restaurants complied 
with these requirements because of the 
unusual emergencies. However, with no 
emergencies existing laws requiring 
menu notices give just another rule or 
regulation to further complicate a typi
cal small-business industry. Most res
taurants are individually owned and, if 
the policy of the Federal Government is 
to assist small business, then the best 
way to do so would be to eliminate busi
ness restrictions rather· than add an
other restriction or requirement. 

Again may we invite your attention to 
the fact that there are a total of over 
500,000 eating establishments in the 
United States which might b'ecome 
subject to such a law. Is the supervision 
of over half a million establishments in 
a matter of this kind to be given any 
consideration whatsoever? 

In view of the above and the fact that 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, whose department administers 
the food and drug laws, is opposed to this 
bill, I respectfully recommend against 
the enactment of Senate bill 2033. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. DEVEREUX]. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all I think we should understand that 
trout being used as food is only a sec
ondary operation of the hatcheries. The 
primary purpose of the hatcheries, of 
course, is to furnish fingerlings and eggs, 
and so forth, for the great sporting 
world and the trout-fishing people. If 
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we deprive the hatcheries of this sec
ondary market, they are simply going 
to fold up, they are going to go out of 
business, and we will not have a · source 
of supply to stock the various streams 
in this country. 
· Mr. McCARTHY; Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield to the gen· 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May I ask who pays 
them for fingerlings and the eggs in 
connection with putting game fish into 
the streams? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. 'Fhe people who 
purchase them. They · may be private 
sporting clubs, or some of the States. 
But · in order to carry on the operation 
which lasts over a year's time, they must 
have some outlet for the rest of their 
product. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Would not the an
swer be to pay them an adequate price 
for the service they perform instead of 
passing a nuisance law, such as this? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. No; I think it 
would be a question of going forward 
for 3 months of 'the year and then going 
back; in other words, going back and 
forth, start and stop. I do not believe 
that it would justify the investment that 
these people have to put up, to stay in 
business, on that sort of a short-term 
proposition. 

The restaurateurs object to the mat
tei· of labeling trout. Some of them 
speak about 5,000 or more restaurants, 
and so forth. Of course, actually there 
are only a few restaurants in the en
tire country that serve trout. But, as 
I said, in the debate on the rule the 
other day, when it is to the interest of. 

·the restaurateur to mark his food, he 
will do so. We have all been 'in restau
rants where they mark a potato as an 
Idaho potato, or a lobster 'as a Maine · 
lobster. They know where the 'food 
comes from. In the case of trout they 
should · know · where the trout comes 
from. Otherwise they would be buying 
a pig in · a poke. · 

So far· as the bill is concerned, they 
must knowingly and willfully deceive to · 
be 1guilty, to come under the general pro-
visions of the law. ·· 

Objection has been made because they 
~ say ·that the ·State Department has not 

approved this bill. ActuaJly, the infor
mation that the State.Department based 
its report on .came from some clerk in 
Denmark. The State Department did 
not even appear before the committee 
in opposition to the bill. I think we 
can throw that argument out. Actually 
they did not demonstrate any thorough 
knowledge of the question that is before 
us. 

The gentleman from Virginia took 
exception to the kind of fish, and so 
forth. · 

The CHAIRMAN. TP,e time of the 
gentleman has expired . . 

Mr. ROGERS of Florid:t. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the gentlem~n- 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As far as I am con
cerned, it seems to me that. that is just 
a question between the fish as to which 
is which, whether one species or the 
other. 

Another · question about the type of 
fish · has been raised. If anyone goes 
into the question of how they raise fish 
abroad, particularly in Denmark, they 
will find that those fish are raised in 
ponds. · They do. not swim through 
rapidly moving water. They are not fed 
in the way that our fish are fed. They 
are in truth a different sort of fish. But 
once they are cooked, they appear on 
the table as the same sort of thing. If 
we allow that cheap product to be 
brought into our market and put on our 
table, it will undermine a very important 
industry in our country. 

I believe this whole question may be 
summed up' in this way; whether or not 
we are going to furnish some slight pro
tection to an industry that is doing a 
good job for a great many people 
throughout this entire country. The bill 
will not impose any hardship on the res
tauranteurs in any way. I earnestly 
urg~ the passage of this bill. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 
Mr. ROONEY I should like to in

quire of the gentleman whether or not 
this bill is part of President Eisen
hower's dynamic legislative program and 
is a "must" bill? 

Mr: DEVEREUX. I am sure the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RooNEY] 
realizes that I am not privy to the coun
cils of the President in all things. · · 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida . . Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman. 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 
- Mr. CE:LLER. Mr. Chairman, I 

should prefer to call this proposed }egis
lation a bill to bankrupt trout hatcher
ies, because if you pass this bill you will 
find that the restaurant owners and 
hotelkeepers ·are going to boycott trout. 
Why should they risk the penalties-a 
year in jail and;or $1,000 fine? I have 
spoken to representatives of the Hotel
rr.en's Association and the National Res
taurantmen's AssoCiation. They tell me 
that instructions will go forth by way 
of recommending that no restaurants 
or' hotels serve trout if you pass this bill. 
So y<;>u are going to be hoist by your own 
petard if you pass it. 

I would like to know what would hap
pen to a restaurateur who has fish chow
der every Friday and who put~ Danish 
trout in the fish chowder. Would he 
have to say conspicuously to the cus
tomers, "This fish chowder contains 
alien, un-American trout?" And what 
about gefiillte fish? Gefiillte fish is a 
round ball of fish containing many dif
ferent kinds of fish. Suppose a restau-. 
rant man making the geftillte fish in
cludes some Canadian trout, must he 
put a label on that fish ball, "This ball 
contains a quantity of Canadian trout?"· 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. On the 

point of geftillte fish, let me say to the 
gentleman I have tried it. I will leave 
it up to the gentleman to write his own 
rules and regulations. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not like it too well 
and I do not know what really is in it, 
but presumably it might contain alien 

trout. What would happen then? If 
the restaurateur would not put the mark 
on the ball of fish the poor fellow would 
go to jail; there is a possibility he would 
go to jail for 1 year, and if he does it 
twice there is a possibility he would go 
to jail for 3 years. There is a horren
dous punishment. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KLEIN. I object to the gentle
man from New York making the gentle
man from Minnesota an expert on ge-
fiillte fish. · 
· Mr. CELLER. The question was pro
pounded to me as follows: If a Canadian 
trout and a Scandinavian trout got to
gether and spawned in the St. Lawrence 
River, and the children fish grew up and 
were served in a New York restaurant 
by an Italian owner, how would that 
Italian owner label that fish? That 
would be a fine kettle of fish. 

You have five-hundred and fifty
thousand-odd eating places in the United 
States. They involve cafes, taverns, 
diners, restaurants, coffeeshops, snack 
bars, and food counters, and each one 
of those purveyors of food would have to 
be acquainted with the terminology of 
the bill otherwise they might find them
selves in Alcatraz or Leavenworth or 
Lewisburg. 

How in thunder are they going to un
derstand the meanings that are expressed 
in these words on page 3: 

As used in this section the term "trout, 
.means all species of trou~ fish, except Salve
linus namaycush (lake trout), belonging to· 
the following genera: Salmu, Salvellnus, 
Cristivomer, Hucho; and Brachymysta~ . . 

They would have to spend a couple of 
weeks in the Library of Congress in the 
piscatorial section to find out the mean
ing of all this terminology. If they did 
not, and they served fish in a manner 
contrary to the express terms of this bill. 
they will go to jail, and, .as I said, on the 
second offense they would go 'to jail for 
3 years. In view of the fact that this · 
will be an opening wedge and other fish 
hatcheries ai}.d otber producers of food 
might want their food properly labeled 
or the food alien to their product labeled, 
why, I can well imagine that you would 
go into a restaurant and the menu or 
sign on the wall would say, "The tea 
served here is a blend of Japan, Ceylon, 
India, and Indonesia tea," or "The coffee 
comes from Ecuador · and Brazil," or 
"This hamburger contains Bermuda 
onion's and Argentine beef,'' or "This 
soup contains Irish potatoes, German 
beets, Holland leeks." 

What about striped bass and pickerel? 
Are they not entitled to protection 
against the un-American kind? What 
manner of fishy discrimination is this? 

Finally, the administration wants to 
keep the Government out of business, 
especially little business. This bill puts 
a Federal agent into a half million eat
ing places. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expire~. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Idaho . [Mr. BuDGE]. 
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Mr. BUDGE . • Mr. Chairman, this is 
certainly a subject which lends itself to 
levity. I spent until after 11 o'clock last 
night with the Senate conferees on the 
supplemental appropriation bill. We 
were over there again this morning. We 
were dealing with hundreds of millions 
of dollars. But, I will have to admit, the 
trout bill seems to have attracted more 
attention than all of the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. I rather wonder 
though if the time has come in this 
country when it is to be made a subject 
of ridicule when a Member of the Con
gress of the United States attempts to 
protect an industry within his district. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of· Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If all 

they do is poke fun at you, you ought to 
be complimented, but when they begin 
to claim this, that, and the other thing, 
or introduce a resolution to find out 
whether you ever stole a watermelon 
when you were 5 years old, then you can 
begin to worry. 

Mr. BUDGE. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. But you know 
there are 325 of these trout farms in the 
country. Most of the opposition seems 
to stem from the city of New York. I 
would call to the attention of the Mem
bers the fact that the State of New York 
is one of the States which reported to the 
committee through its fish and game 
commission that unless legislation were 
enacted to protect that industry in the 
State of New York, they would not be 
able to keep these industries in business 
in the State of New York, and they re
ported that three- such businesses had 
gone broke and out of business in the last 
3 years. This is not just a simple matter 
which involves a few small businesses. 
It involves all of the people in this coun
try who like to fish for trout. Last year 
17% million people bought fishing 
licenses in this country. When you add 
up the value of the tackle that they buy 
and the clothing that they buy and the 
rubber boots that they buy and the gaso
line that they burn, it is a tremendous 
industry in this country. Even though 
it were not, it seems to me it is proper 
and it is right and it is just to have people 
who are shipping products into this coun
try for sale in this country-and the bill 
does not attempt to prohibit that in any 
way-simply to have them tell the Amer
ican people that the . products did not 
come from the United States. Most cer
tainly the products should not be labeled 
so as to make the American consumers 
think they are American products. The 
removal of this deception is all that is 
intended in the bill before you. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There is 

no difference in principle between this 
and other bills of ·a like nature, bills to 
protect other products; for instance, we 
voted a fur-labeling bill. There is no 
difference in principle. 

Mr. BUDGE. The principle is just the 
same. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. Since the gentleman 
says that most of the opposition to this 
bill comes from New York, does it occur 
to the gentleman that those of us who 
are opposed to this bill as now written 
are doing more to help the trout farmer 
in the gentleman's State than is the gen
tleman? This bill in its present form 
might as well be entitled "A bill to bank
rupt the trout farmers of the Nation" in 
view of the following letter from the 
American Hotel Association: 

AMERICAN HOTFL ASSOCIATION, 
New York, N.Y., July 28,1954. 

Hon. JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI, 
House of Representntives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. KLUCZYNSKI: Pursuant to OUr 

conversation with you, we are authorized by 
our principals to tell you that the American 
Hotel Association believe~ that if S. 2033, the 
trout-labeling b111, should be enacted into 
law, as the bi!l now reads, the hotels of the 
country would be obliged to cease serving 
trout or.. their menus. 

The hotels, and we wculd think that the 
same principle would apply to restaurants, 
simply would not dare run the risk of han
dling trout, imported or domestic, which 
might have been erroneously labeled by our 
suppliers, and face the extremely heavy pen
alties provided for any violation of the act. 

We think it is also pertinent that the Food 
and Drug Administration continues to vigor
ously oppose this legislation. They complain 
that they never could enforce it without 
neglecting almost all other important activi
ties. We understand that Mr. George Larrick, 
the present Commissioner, is prepared to 
publicly make this statement if questioned. 
His telephone number is Executive 3-6300, 
extension 3712. Or if he cannot be reached, 
Mr. Don Counihan is authorized to speak for · 
him. 

Respectfully, 
M. 0. RYAN. 

Mr. BUDGE. The gentleman's re
marks as to trout farms in my State and 
his can well be answered by the fact that 
none of them in my State have as yet 
gone bankrupt, but 3 in the gentleman's 
State have gone bankrupt in the last 3 
years. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield very briefly? 

Mr. BUDGE. The gentleman declined 
to yield to me. I would like to complete 
my statement. 

I have here a list of 36 States whose 
fish and game departments have en
dorsed this bill. The National Wildlife 
Association, with its hundreds of thou
sands of members, has endorsed the bill. 

· The Izaak Walton League-and no other 
agency has done more to serve the sport
ing interests of this Nation than the 
Izaak Walton League-the Izaak Walton 
League has endorsed it. 

It is not just a matter of attempting to 
protect a few small people, although for 
my part, I am going to try to protect 
them as long as I am here, but this is a 
matter of pure honesty. We are not put
ting on a tariff; we are not attempting 
to prohibit any imports; we are simply 
asking them to be decent and honest and 
say what they are selling. Certainly the 
producers of any American product are 
entitled to that much consideration from 
the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST]. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with those who said that this is a bill 
that lends itself to levity, and perhaps a 
little levity is in order here, as men, 
wearied with words and long days of 
labor, come to the end of the session. 

I agree that this is not an outstanding 
world-shaking piece of legislation; there 
is not any question about that. I realize 
that many so-called light and funny 
phrases could be used in discussing the 
legislation. On the other hand, I feel 
that the legislation has some merit and 
that it should be considered on its 
merits. 

I was not present at the hearings 
which were held about a year ago, but 
I have read the testimony. After read
ing the hearings and the testimony I 
became convinced that this is a piece of 
legislation that did have some merit; I 
became convinced that the domestic 
trout-farming industry may be in rather 
grave peril. 

The greatest interest I have, however, 
stems from the fact that this legislation, 
or the situation bringing about the leg
islation, does affect the question of the 
conservation of game fish, and in that 
subject I have been greatly interested 
since long before I became a Member of 
the House. 

As you have heard already, the fish 
and wildlife services of at least 36 States 
have gone on -record as favoring the bilL 
It is from that viewpoint that I desire 
to address a very few remarks to the 
membership. In the mountain streams 
of my own State there are some rainbow 
trout that are perhaps unexcelled any
where else in the country. There may 
be others just as good, but certainly none 
any better. 

I know that the question of propagat
ing streams with eggs and with fingerling 
trout has become a problem. Because of 
the closing down here and there of pri
vate trout-producing farms, .there is a 
growing problem of propagating th_ese 
streams. This legislation, according to 
the testimony which I have read but did 
not hear, would be a contributing factor 
toward making available for the country 
as a whole more fish for putting into 
these streams and lakes under the super• 
vision of State agencies charged with 
that responsibility, and perhaps Federal 
agencies. 

There is one section of the bill and one 
provision in the bill to which, as I under
stand it, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. KLUCZYNSKI] will offer an amend
ment. I believe his amendment deserves 
consideration. This bill has merit, but I 
do believe that the provision he will 
offer, as I understand it, which would 
permit a restaurant operator to qualify 
to meet the terms and conditions of the 
bill by posting on the walls of the res
taurant a notice that trout from Sweden 
or Denmark or some place else are served, 
would meet the situation. 

There is a provision at the bottom of 
page 2 and on the top of page 3 of the 
bill providing that if a restaurant does 
not have a menu it may then comply 
with the law by simply putting a notice 
on the wall in a place that is easily 
visible to the diners of that restaurant 
that trout of a certain type are served 
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in this restaurant,. the same as is re• 
quired in the case of oleomargarine. 

It is my judgment that that would 
meet the conditions of the law for all 
and that it should not be necessary to 
print on the menus in all restaurants 
the name of the country from which the 
imported trout comes. That is a per
sonal opinion, however; I have not dis
cussed it with members of the committee, 
but it ·appeals to me as a reasonable 
approach to the matter. With that 
amendment the bill should be adopted 
and I can see no objection to it. I 
believe it might be helpful from the 

·standpoint of protecting an American 
industry that is haVing some hard sled
ding in providing eggs and fingerlings to 
stock the streams throughout the coun
try that are growing scarcer and scarcer 
day by day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
doubt very much whether Izaak Walton 
himself would have supported this leg
islation. He was a great angler, but he 
was never a man to have his own pleas
ure at the inconvenience of others and 
by making a nuisance of himself. 

I am informed, although the report 
does not carry the information, that the 
State Department, the Department of 
the Interior and the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare are all 

. opposed to this bill. All three of the 
Federal agencies that are involved are 
opposed to the bill. 
· Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. In some 
degrees, yes; but I think they are very 
ill-considered opinions. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The report does 
not make any mention of that fact. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That 
may be, but it is in the hearings. 

Mr. McCARTHY. . It is in the hear
ings? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes. 
Mr. McCARTHY. It seems to me it 

should be printed in the report. Those 
who have confidence in the administra
tion might thereby be moved to support 
the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I wonder how theRe
publican National Committee feels 
about this. I had the privilege of hav
ing lunch there. I did not notice any 
designation of trout there. What would 
they have to do with their menus? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know. I 
suppose they serve trout at the Capitol 
Club. I have not been invited there or 
to any of the recent White House din
ners. Invitations are, I understand a 
sign of approval. Exclusion, I assume, 
a sign of disapproval. Certainly anyone 
attending who wants to know what kind 
of trout he is eating, should know. Per
haps we should add at least one amend
ment stating that it is the consensus of 
the House of Representatives that at 
White House. dinners and at any dinner 
which either the Republicans or the 
Democrats are sporisoring at which 

trout is served it should be trout which 
is Rocky Mountain trout, preferably 
from Colorado, 

Mr. MULTER. That could easily dis
turb our foreign relations. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Apparently that is 
not a matter of concern of this bill, since 
the State Department position has been 
ignored. If this is a serious problem, it 
seems to me, it should be met not by this 
kind of mischievous legislation but 
through adequate appropriations for 
fish and game services, through tariff 
changes or changes in the food and drug 
laws or by administrative action. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to -the 
gentleman from Colorado ' [Mr. HILLJ: 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
to support this legislation. First of all, 
I think I should rehash this statement 
in the committee report. Now, I know 
that my friends on the right, who are 
having quite a little field day here mak
ing smart and cute remarks about this 
bill should just carefully read the bill. 
The bill refers to trout and not to the 
fin or to the tail or some other small 
parts of a fish. And, if they want to 
amend the bill that can easily be done. 
They can offer their amendments when 
we get under the 5-minute rule and not 
take my time, because I am not in the 
notion of listening further to remarks 
without any substance. 

Now, let me ask my friends on the 
right who do you think the Izaak Walton 
League is? There are more people on 
my right hand side who run when the 
Izaak Walton League says something 
than there are on my left. But, in this 
particular situation the left side of the 
aisle is supporting the bill. Here is 
another one: National Wildlife Federa
tion. Who are they? Are they some 
foolish kind of folks who go up and down 
the land who do not know anything 
about wildlife? Here are the greatest 
experts in the world, and these gentle
men who oppose this legislation know 
this. 

Some gentlemen probably have not 
read this, or they would not interrupt. 
When I go fishing, I do not want someone 
alongside the bank making ·as much 
noise as a calliope whistle, and that is 
what has been going on. · 
· Next is the Sport Fishing Institute. 
I wonder who they are? National Board 
of United States Trout Farm Associa
tion; Rocky Mountain Troutmen's As
sociation. I know something about 
those folks. Pennsylvania Trout Grow
ers; Outdoor Life; Department of Fish 
and Game, Idaho; State Board of Fish
eries and Game, Connecticut; Common
wealth of Pennsylvania, Department of 
Justice; Department of Inland Fisheries 
and Game; State of New Hampshire 
Fish and Game Department and State of 
Vermont Fish and Game Department. 

Now, those are the folks supporting 
it. Now, why do we have this opposi
tion? In Colorado it is a real job to 
suppy fish to my friends from Minnesota 
who want to try out a little trout fish
ing·. We have lots of trouble, lots of 
difficulty. And, we have always paid 
high prices for licenses, and some of us 
never fish more than once or twice a 
year. 

Let us read the bill. It says·: 
No person shall sell, offer for sale, or pos

sess for sale as food-

Now, I know you lawyers. I am al
ways scared to death when one of them 
tackles me, because you know so much, 
and you know more about words than I 
ever learned in my life--

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or possess 
for sale as food, in any place other than a 
public eating place, trout produced outside 
the United States, its Territories, or posses
sions, unless-
. ( 1) such trout is packaged-

Who is going to package it? We heard 
a lot of silly statements. here a while ago 
about packaging, suggesting that they 
might cut up the trout and package its 
heart or its veins or some small organ 
in the trout. The bill continues: 

(2) if the package is broken while held for 
sale, each unit for sale (consisting of one or 
more trout) Is in a package. 

That answers all the arguments about 
our not being able to enforce this bill. 
There it is. It is in a package. All any
one has to do is to read the bill and the 
report to understand what it is we are 
trying to do, which is to protect the trout 
producers. 

This is a new industry. I remember 
when the first trout pond was started by 
the Fish and Game Commission of Colo
rado, near my own home, where they 
learned how to hatch these little fish 
eggs, and so forth, how to feed these 
fingerlings, how to take . them up the 
river and put them in the stream. At 
that time we did not understand how to 
dump the trout in the river. It took 
several years to learn how to handle 
these fingerlings. 

I wonder what is the matter here. If 
we can do anything to help a trout fish
ing industry in the Western States, I 
think we ought to do it and not poke 
fun, political or otherwise, at such a bill. 
I think there are a lot of suckers here if 
they do not support this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. ROONEY]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr . . Chairman, I 
should like to ask the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA] how the Fish 
and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior feel about this bill. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY] 
referred to that a little while ago. I 
could not make sense out of their report. 
They were opposed to it for no intelligent 
reason that I could find in their report. 
I do not see that their report made a 
particle of difference. 
· Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that 
this bill has no more to do with con
servation of sporting fish than the man 
in the moon? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes, it 
does; it has very much to do with it. 
That is why I thought the letter from 
the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
was so ill-considered. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield my remaining minute of 
time to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. O'HARA.] 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the remainder of our 
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time, 7 minutes, to the chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
the purpose of S. 2033 is to protect the 
public by requiring imported trout, as 
defined in the bill, to be labeled as trout 
and identified as to the country of origin 
so that the public and purchaser can 
identify and distinguish imported trout 
from domestically produced trout. The 
reported bill will serve a threefold objec
tive, namely, first, to protect the public 
and consumer against deceptive and un
fair acts and practices by requiring 
truthful disclosure of the origin of the 
trout being sold; second, to protect our 
domestic trout producers against unfair 
competition from foreign producers of 
trout; and third, to protect our source of 
supply for stocking the streams of our 
Nation with game trout. 

The bill proposes to amend the Fed
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as 
to provide that no person shall sell, o"ffer 
for sale, or possess for sale as food, in 
any place other than a public eating 
place, trout produced outside the United 
States, its Territories, or possesions, un
less such trout is packed and each pack
age is stamped or labeled in a readable 
type to indicate that it contains trout 
and the name of the country in which 
such trout was produced. If the package 
is broken while held for sale, each unit 
for sale, consisting of one or more trout, 
must be packaged and properly stamped 
and labeled. 

The reported bill further provides that 
no person shall possess _in a form ready 
for serving, or shall serve at a public 
eating place, trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories, or posses
sions, unless there appears in such eat
ing place serving imported trout, a suit
able notice displayed giving the name of 
the country in which the trout was pro
duced. 

The reported bill provides that this 
act shall not take effect until 6 months 
after the date of its enactment. 

This bill does not regulate the manner, 
processes, methods, or conditions under 
which foreign trout are produced nor 
does it affect in any manner the taking of 
1ish under the fish and game or conser
vation laws of our States. It does not 
restrict or limit in any way the importa
tion of trout. 

Generally speaking, this bill is simi
lar in purpose and identical in principle 
to other Federal labeling laws covering 
food, drugs, and cosmetics under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
and the widely acclaimed WoolProducts 
Labeling Act of 1939, as well as the Fur 
Products Labeling Act of August 8, 1951. 

In recent years, according to the in
formation made available to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, large quantities of imported 
trout have been offered for sale to the 
public in the United states. The com
mittee was advised that these imported 
trout have been sold as Rocky Mountain 
trout, eastern brook trout, Rocky Moun
tain rainbow trout, and various other de
scriptive names that have been used 
many, many years by the domestic trout 
producers. These deceptive terms mis"
lead the purchasers into believing they 

are purchasing domestically produced 
trout. This practice is unfair to the 
domestic producer and consumer. 
. If this practice continues the entire 
reputation for quality that has been es
tablished by the domestic trout pro
ducers will be completely destroyed in 
spite of the fact that it has taken them 
many years of time, effort, and money to 
build. Not only will such deceptive prac
tice destroy the reputation for quality 
of the product sold under these com
mon names, but they will destroy the 
market for the entire domestic producers 
of trout, thereby forcing them out of 
business. 

It should also be realized that if this 
American industry is broken down or 
destroyed that it would be a great loss 
to our sportsmen. Individuals and State 
fish hatcheries obtain these high-class 
trout for the purpose of stocking the 
streams of our country. While a great 
quantity, as much as 1% million pounds, 
are sold for restocking purposes, yet, this 
would not be sufficient in itself to justify 
the existence of so-called trout farms. 
Operating a trout farm is a highly spe
cialized business requiring scientific 
knowledge and constant care. Substan
tial investment must be made in hatchery 
facilities. Rearing ponds must be prop
erly located, constructed and maintained. 
Water temperatures must be proper and 
the water must be kept constantly clean 
and fresh. Sufficient oxygen must be 
kept in the water, otherwise severe losses 
will result. Supplying and preparing the 
proper balanced nutritional require
ments for proper growth and production 
of high-quality trout is a specialized, im
portant matter. 

All of this special care is expensive. 
The number of trout raised for restock
ing purposes and the incident revenue 
therefrom would not be sufficient by itself 
to carry on and meet the expense of 
propagation for sporting purpose. It is 
the additional 3% million pounds that 
are raised for food that makes it possible 
to carry on such an enterprise. There
fore, if we permit cheap foreign trout to 
come into our country and compete with 
our o·wn high quality trout, it would de
stroy the market for American trout, 
and it would not be possible to carry on 
the industry. And, if the industry should 
close up, then there would not be suffi
cient trout available to supply the de
mand for restocking our streams. 

This legislation for the reasons I have 
set forth has the support of such organi
zations as the Izaak Walton League of 
America, National Vlildlife Federation, 
Sport Fishing Institute, National Board 
'of United States Trout Farm Associa
tions, Rocky Mountain Troutman Asso
ciation, Pennsylvania Trout Growers, 
Outdoor Life, the fish and game depart
ments of our several States, and other 
organizations of a similar character. 
The communications received by our 
committee from .every section of our 
country leave no doubt of the wide
spread and favorable attitude toward this 
legislation. 

Thus, it will be seen that although this 
is a small industry in size, probably t:eP
resenting only $7 or $8 million dollars of 
investment, yet, it has very widespread 
and important interest. The interest of 

17% million of our people who have fish 
and game licenses should not be ignored. 
To protect this industry the proposed law 
should be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, during this debate, I 
have thought seriously as I have listened 
to the various statements made by the 
gentlemen who have spoken in opposi
tion to the bill. I have not heard any 
reason advanced that would justify the 
deception now being practiced. If you 
read this bill you can very readily under
stand that the purpose of this legislation 
is to prevent this objectionable decep
tion. Why should anyone be opposed to 
a bill that seeks to do that? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. Referring to the state
ment made by the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. HILL] a moment ago, which 
would leave the impression that every
one on this side of the aisle is opposed 
to this bill, I was merely trying to help 
the gentleman out a moment ago when 
I asked him to yield, in an effort to 
clarify the statement that was made. 
Not only have some of those who have 
spoken on this side spoken in favor of 
the bill but there are several of us on 
this side likewise supporting the bill. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I am very glad 
the gentleman from Arkansas has em
phasized that fact. His remarks are 
very appropriate. This bill was reported 
unanimously by the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. It had 
the wholehearted support of the gentle
men of the minority. In no particular 
has there been any indication of parti
sanship in its consideration. The mi
nority on our committee has given at 
all times evidence of its favorable atti
tude toward this bill. That was also 
indicated the day when the vote was 
taken on the rule and has been indicated 
here today. 

This bill has two purposes. The 
fundamental purpose is that which I 
have already stated, namely, the prohi
bition of deception. In the first place, 
we want to protect an American indus
try. This is not a big industry in the 
sense that you would speak of some of 
our other industries, our steel industry, 
our railroad industry, and so on. This 
is a small industry. For that reason it 
is probably entitled to more attention 
than its size would indicate it could 
claim. It needs help. At the present 
time it is being destroyed by deceptive 
means. The trout from foreign sources 
is being unpacked into this country and 
sold as Rocky Mountain trout, rainbow 
trout and other high-quality American 
trout. 

I have noticed, and I assume you have 
likewise, that articles in which people 
have a pride are advertised in a way to 
attract attention to their desirability. 
I could refer to many products that 
come from across the water. How fre
quently we see the advertisement as to 
where it was produced. It might be 
woolens or tweeds from England, it 
might be wines from Spain or it might 
be sardines from Italy, yet you find the 
producers are very proud of their prod
uct and readily advertise the country 
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from which it comes, because the pro
ducers have something of value. The 
producers are of the opinion that their 
product is better than what is produced 
in this country and, therefore, they ad
vertise the place of origin as a part of 
their salesmanship, even though it is 
from a foreign country. 

However, very frequently those who 
object to advertising their goods or 
where they come from are those who 
have an article inferior to that which 
is produced in this country, whereupon 
they seek to put their product on sale 
in this country under the names of our 
more creditable products. With respect 
to trout the testimony before our com
mittee showed that in many instances 
the trout from abroad are being brought 
into our country and sold as rainbow 
or Rocky Mountain trout. When those 
names are utilized by a foreign concern 
it is a recognition of the value of our 
particular product over and above their 
own and their desire to profit by the 
good name and recognized quality of 
our own American brand of trout. 

In the second place, the consumer has 
a right to protection from this type of 
deception. He has a right to know what 
he is getting. Why should he be de
ceived? Why should he be denied that 
information? Why is it that a foreign 
produced trout wants to come in under 
the name of an American trout? Why 
is it they are not willing to say, ''This 
trout is from Denmark." Or, this trout 
is from some other country. Why is it 
that they are not willing to advertise 
that fact? The answer is plain. It is 
an inferior product. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield. 
Mr. ·O'HARA of Minnesota. Much 

has been made of the fact that these 
menus would have to be printed up. Of 
course, in most restaurants, they print 
their menus every day and I have no
ticed over the years that I have been a 
patron of public eating places, that they 
do not hesitate to describe all of the for
eign wines or cheeses and other various 
food products. They seem to emphasize 
that. Why is there anything wrong if 
they want to sell Danish trout to indi
cate that it is Danish trout or Japanese 
trout and so forth? Can the gentleman 
see any reason why it would be any 
hardship on the people who operate 
these eating places? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. It would not be 
any hardship whatsoever. This bill 
does not preclude anyone from import
ing trout from Denmark or any other 
place into this country. All we are ask
ing is that they name the place of origin. 

It is a benefit to the American pro
ducers of high-quality products that con
sumers know that they are getting the 
article they desire and for which they 
are paying. Legitimate business that 
handles and serves a reputable product 
should be protected against unscrupulous 
operators who engage in unfair methods 
of competition and unfair or deceptive 
acts and practices. 

The trout producers of this country 
are wholeheartedly in favor of this leg
islation. They must have the protec
tion it will afford them if they are to 

c-879 

continue to provide the consumers with 
high-quality trout at the lowest possible 
prices. The producers of fine trout are 
the ones who suffer from the unscrupu
lous merchants who ipdulge in decep
tion. If our domestic trout industry is 
to be successful, it must produce the 
finest quality trout and have the trout 
ider..tified by a name that means quality. 

The enforcement provisions of this 
legislation are those that presently are 
provided for in the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, Twenty-first United 
States Code, page 331. 

This legislation is in the public in
terest and should be enacted into law. 
Enactment of the reported bill would 
prevent these unfair and deceptive prac
tice:.;, would protect our domestic trout
producing industry against unfair com
petition, and would provide the consumer 
with a truthful disclosure of the fact as 
tv the origin of the product offered for 
sale so that he can make a more intel
ligent determination as to the value of 
the product being purchased. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. All time has ex
pired. The Clerk will read the bill for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 301 of the 

Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended (21 U. S. C. 331), is amended by 
adding thereto a new paragraph as follows: 

" ( n) The sale, offering for sale, possessing 
for sale or serving of trout produced outside 
the United States, its Territories, or posses
sions, in violation of section 408 of this title." 

Committee amendment: Page 1, line 6, 
strike out "(n)" and insert "(o) ." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Committee amendment: Page 1, lines 8 

and 9, strike out the words "of this title." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 

a great deal of interest to the pros and 
cons on this bill. I think we are all 
pretty much familiar with what it con
tains and what it is supposed to do. Of 
course, the bill requires that all of this 
un-American or foreign trout must be 
packed and properly labeled with the 
country of origin. We know that. The 
present law provides, and if the gen
tleman of the committee would have 
looked at it, they would know that the 
Food and Drug Act requires all packages 
to bear the name of the articles. The 
law enforced by the Customs Bureau 
requires all imported products to be 
labeled with the place of origin. The 
Food and· Drug Act prohibits the re
moval or alteration of the required 
labeling. The customs law provides a 
penalty for that. Therefore, we can 
very readily see that existing law already 
requires a proper labeling of foreign 
trout. 

You gentlemen remember that very 
recently we cut the appropriation of the 
Food and Drug Administration. On the 
one hand, we cut their appropriation, 
and on the other hand, we are trying to 
get the administration to do more work, 
asking them to employ more personnel 
to do this job of inspecting. How ridicu
lous can we be when we say on the one 
hand we will give you less money, and 

on the other hand we are asking you 
to do additional work? At the present 
time, in order to protect the public, the 
Agency must give attention to violations 
of law directly affecting public health. 
Are we going to cut down on this pro
tection measure in order to take care 
of the trout? The Agency must also give 
attention to violations involving filth, 
decomposition, and insanitation. Are 
we going to cut down on that type of 
enforcement? The Agency is also re
quired to give attention to violations in
volving short weight and excess water in 
food products. Are we going to dis
continue those types of violations in 
favor of the trout? If you pass this bill, 
you will cut down on health and sanita
tion enforcement measures in favor of 
trout. Of course, the people in Colorado 
and Idaho and points west are interested 
in this special legislation. But I think 
the people of this country, all of the 
taxpayers of this country, have a pri
mary interest in this type of bill be
cause it is the taxpayers' money that is 
going into the enforcement of this kind 
of legislation. 

When you use taxpayers' money for an 
unimportant activity such as enforce
ment of this trout bill then I think you 
are going much too far. 

The· gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
O'HARA] asked: Why should the res
taurant operator worry about listing on 
the menu the place of origin of trout? 
I may say to the gentleman from Min
nesota that that is not the concern of 
the restaurant operator. He is not wor
ried so much about the place of origin 
of the trout. What he is worried about 
is that if the middleman should make a 
mistake in telling him the type of fish it 
was or put the wrong label on it or guess 
the wrong place of origin, then he is sub
ject to this penalty. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. 

Mr. FINO. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; the 

restaurant keeper would not be guilty of 
anything if he was misled by reason of 
the default or some criminal act of some
body else. · 

Mr. F'INO. I ask the gentleman from 
Minnesota if he does not think the risk 
is too great for the restaurant operator 
to take a chance? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; let 
the middleman and the importer label 
his trout so that it is correct, or he should 
be prosecuted. 

Mr. FINO. What the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA] is telling the 
restaurant operator is: Do not sell trout, 
domestic or foreign,beca:.tse the risk of 
listing •the wrong fish is possible. That is 
what the gentleman is telling him. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. We are 
telling him merely that we want him to 
sell it for what it is. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield. 
Mr. CELLER. Have we not got the 

Federal Trade Commission to detect 
fraud in the sale of all things? I think 
the Federal Trade Commission covers 
that situation without a bill of this char
acter. 
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Mr. FINO. That is correct; there is no 
question about it. I think existing law 
sufficiently covers the problem, and there 
is absolutely no need for this legislation. 
I cannot see how the Members of this 
House could be so foolish as to pass this 
type of legislation. It is bad legislation 
and it should be defeated. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first heard this 
bill was coming up for consideration I 
was in favor of it because of an experi
ence I had here in Washington recently. 
I went into a restaurant and saw Rocky 
Mountain trout on the bill of fare, and 
it was within my price range. I ordered 
it, but it tasted as though it had prob
ably come from Dien Bien Phu in Indo
china before that fortress fell; it was 
long past its prime. 

Maybe I do injustice to a foreign trout. 
In any case I thought this bill was a good 
idea until I got to thinking about it, this 
matter of deception in restaurants, serv
ing things under attractive but untrue 
labels. If we prohibit American labels 
on foreign products I wonder if other 
nations could demand that we stop using 
foreign labels when we serve American 
products. There ought to be interna
tional reciprocity in such matters, and I 
wonder just how far we should go. I got 
to thinking that if we required American 
trout to be labeled, we might get into 
trouble on Danish pastry, French pastry, 
Swiss cheese, wienerwurst, which is 
Vienna sausage. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS. I yield. 
Mr. NICHOLSON. Everybody knows 

that Danish pastry is made in this coun
try even though it is put on the bill of 
fare and we call it Danish pastry, but I 
would like to have them label American 
trout and American tobacco. 

Mr. VORYS. That is the point I am 
making. 

Danish pastry is not made in Denmark. 
French pastry is made in the United 
States. We make wonderful Swiss cheese 
in Ohio. Turkish Delight is a kind of 
candy made in this country. Spanish 
onions do not come from Spain . . I got to 
thinking: Well, now, if we were to be 
honest with ourselves are we going to 
ba ve to change the names of all these 
delightful things that we make and eat 
here in America and relabel them with 
American names? 

Then we come to Virginia ham, and 
New York sirloin, and Idaho potatoes, 
which may have come from right around 
where you are and may not come from 
those places at all. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Ver• 
:mont turkey, too. 

Mr. VORYS. Then I got to thinking 
that this bill is too much law for the 
situation involved. We have municipal' 
and State laws to require sanitary con
ditions in restaurants. I doubt if Uncle 
Sam should step in and try to police the 
500,000 restaurants in our country to re
quire honesty in menus, especially just 
for one item on the menu. 

I wish restaurants would label what 
they serve with realism-up to a point. 
I like labels that I understand and that 
makes me feel good if the .stu1I tastes 

good, even when they are not literally 
true. If restaurants fool people too 
often, they pay the penalty of losing 
business. I doubt if the owner should 
also be put in jail. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Of course, 
the gentleman may be actuated and in
fluenced by the attitude of the State De· 
partment; but could I ask the gentle
man this simple question? Why should 
a restaurant sell a foreign imported trout 
from Denmark, which has been shipped 
many thousands of miles, or from Japan, 
nowhere near the quality of our Amer
ican trout, and sell it to us who enjoy 
rainbow or Rocky Mountain trout for 
American trout? Does the gentleman 
think that is honest and decent? 

Mr. VORYS. No. I wish they would 
not do it. There are a lot of things res
tam·ants do that I wish they would not 
-do. But I do not come in here and vote 
a $1,000 Federal penalty on them, on that 
account. In this case, the restaurant 
may not be able to tell where the trout 
come from, or the printers may make 
a mistake on the menu, but the owner 
may find himself indicted under this bill. 

Seriously, I have come to the con
clusion that I agree with the three de
partments of Government that will have 
to do with the administration of this 
law. They are against the bill. I have 
changed my mind and will not be able 
to go along with it. 

I like troutfishing, and I like trout
catching, and that requires stocking the 
streams, and that requires troutfarms. 
I realize these farms must sell trout com
mercially. They should advertise and 
push their own product. In view of the 
attitude of the restautant people, I do 
not think a bill like this will help to 
sell American trout. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the 
1·equisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, our friend from Ohio 
has been thinking altogether too much. 
He admitted three separate and distinct 
times that he had been thinking about 
this situation. That is too much time 
to devote to any domestic policy, I 
should say to the gentleman. The 
gentleman got to thinking about these 
foreigners, as some people call them, 
and inasmuch as some of them might 
"beef" about this, the gentleman changed 
his mind. 

The gentleman and I were together 
the other day on this postal bill. We 
both voted against that increase. I 
voted against it because I thought it was 
.a futile gesture and that we might just 
as well let the Senate send their bill over 
here. I was tired of this man Doherty 
telling us what to write. I thought 
Congress should write the legislation 
1·a ther than Doherty doing it. Then 
the gentleman and I got together and 
discussed it. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. That is what I did, too. 
Then the gentleman and I also said that 

maybe we ought to save some of this 
money so we could send it abroad. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
is what the gentleman did and the next 
day he voted to send some more money 
abroad. I voted against that. 

But I cannot get some things through 
my head. All of the gentlemen from 
New York have voted that we should 
have labels on things that were sold in 
this country that came from abroad. 
When it came to furs these gentlemen 
from New York wanted them labeled for 
what they were. ·When it came to oleo 
they · wanted that labeled, do you re
member? They had to put the sign up, 
they had to cut it a certain way. Some 
States even had to color it, pink down 
in Virginia, green up in Vermont. Sure. 
there were laws like that, they were 
ridiculous, but notwithstanding that 
fact, how many things has the gentle
man from Ohio and the gentleman from 
New York voted for where the purpose 
was, as the gentleman from Minnesota 
said, to make them sell it for what it 
was, to prevent fraud and deception?, 
That is all we are asking. I do not like 
to go into a restaurant and order trout 
and get carp. I can never convince my .. 
self it is just as good. Over in Illinois 
they wanted to sell horsemeat, and 
they did, because they had it in the 
stores. You can go down to the markets 
here and you can buy horsemeat, but 
it is labeled horsemeat. Maybe I like 
horsemeat. I do not want to buy some-
thing that · is labeled horsemeat and 
find that it is a good sirloin or porter
house steak. That would be a fraud on 
me. 

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman i~ a 
great fisherman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I catch 
them, too. 

Mr. VORYS. I am a great fisherman, 
too. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But you 
do not catch them. 

Mr. VORYS. Does not the gentleman 
feel we ought to do something about 
these signs in restaurants and fish mar-
kets that say "fresh fish" when they are 
not fresh? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, I 
do not know. If a fellow is gullible 
enough and cannot tell by the smell 
whether it is fresh or not, he should not 
order it. I know of no reason why we 
should not take care of our own peo
ple.· I am just getting sick and tired 
of my lovable friend from Ohio, when 
anything comes up here, wanting to give 
it to the foreigners all the time. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, you know, as long 
as we are talking about all these 
products from the great State of Ohio, 
I think it . is a splendid opportunity 
to say a word or two on behalf of Penn
sylvania grade lubricating oil produced 
in the great State of Pennsylvania. 
Why we even police the industry to see 
that nobody represents any oil as being 
of Pennsylvania grade other -than the 
that produced and refined under the 
Pennsylvania label. We insist on our oil 
being labeled Pennsylvania grade. We 
want the American people to know that 
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they are getting the finest lubricating 
()il in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill should be 
passed. As it now stands, it is deception. 
We have 13 trout hatcheries in my State. 
It is a growing business, and they 
should receive some protection from 
foreign and imported misrepresented 
trout. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FINO] said the other day that consider
able pressure was being brought upon 
the Members of the Congress. Well, I 
would say that considerable pressure 
frc.m the metropolitan areas was also 
being brought upon the Members of 
Congress who represent those districts 
by the hotel and restaurant keepers to 
see that this bill is not passed. And I 
want to call attention to my very good 
and able friend from Arkansas [Mr. 
HARRIS] who said that we have a lot of 
support on his side of the House. That 
is true, but not so much support from the 
gentleman's side from those who repre
sent the metropolitan areas where the 
hotels and restaurants are located. 
Most of the support is coming from the 
rural areas of the Nation. Certainly 
this is a growing industry, and it should 
be protected. I say, the situation as it 
stands is deceiving. Trout are shipped 
into this country in refrigerated cases 
from foreign countries, all packaged up 
as Rocky Mountain trout or Colorado 
trout or some other American name 
which is very appealing to the average 
hotel and restaurant keeper, and they 
serve it as such, but the facts are that 
most of these trout are coming from 
Japan or Denmark or some other 
country. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
VoRYS] inferred about being more 
friendly to these countries. In the last 
10 years we pumped about $100 billion 
into these countries. Certainly it can
not be said that this is an unfriendly 
gesture. We just passed a bill the other 
day for another $3 billion for foreign aU 
even though there were $9 billion au~ 
thorized but unexpended, that was car
ried over, that evidently could not be ex
pended up . to 1954. So we authorized 
another $3 billion, so that gives them 
$12 billion to spend in 1954-55-twelve 
thousand million dollars. That is a lot 
of money. It is to me or it is to anybody 
from my State who is paying a great 
share of the taxes to meet the cost of 
these programs. So let no one leave the 
inference that we are being unfriendly. 
to any foreign country. In other words, 
all we have been doing is rehabilitating 
their economy and industry and other 
phases of their economic life, and now 
since their recovery is about complete, 
we find they are in stiff competition with. 
us. What is wrong with trying to pro
tect American industry? What is wrong 
with trying to protect American pro
ducers of foodstuffs? This labeling bill 
is certainly giving protection to the 
American producers of trout, and the 
American people, when they sit down to 
eat trout, will know they are getting 
American trout, domestic trout; and not 
trout mislabeled coming from some for
eign country. It is about time we gave 
consideration to our own backyard and 
protect our industries and the people 

who are dependent upon them for their 
livelihood. Again I ask, What is wrong 
with looking after our own American 
affairs? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 

gentleman does not want to offend the 
State Department, does he? 

Mr. GAVIN. The gentleman knows my 
position on the State Department. 
. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And I 
am sure he knows mine. 

Mr. GAVIN. I would rather not get 
into the matter at this time-! have only 
a limited time-but reciprocal trade 
treaties should be a two-way street, and 
we have been putting up the money to 
bring about recovery in these countries. 
American industry should be protected. 
Let us get back to the trout bill. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman· yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS. I have not heard from 

the State Department on this. I am in 
a squeeze between the Izaak Walton 
League of Ohio and the Ohio Restaurant 
Association, so I have got to walk the 
straight and narrow path. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I thought the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. VoRYs] said that we 
should not offend our foreign friends by 
passing this bill, or words to that effect. 

Mr. GAVIN. Oh, no; it is apparently 
all right to offend American producers, 
but under :r:o circumstances, in any way, 
offend foreign producers. All we have to 
do is have the American taxpayers fur
nish the money for the rest of the world 
and bring them into competition with 
American producers and put them and 
those dependent on them out of business. 
When the American producers ask for 
some protection, believe me, it poses a 
real problem to secure consideration 
and relief. 

This bill is a good bill and I am asking 
the Members of the House to vote for it. 
It will give protection to the American 
producers of trout. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expirJ!d. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentl~
man from Pennsylvania may have 2 ad
ditional minutes. Perhaps he can con
vince some of us who are opposed to 
this bill. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman I think 1 
have said all I want to say oi-I this bill 
and have no further use for time, as I 
doubt very much I could convince the 
ger~tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

The question arose about the power 
of the Federal Trade Commission in this 
controversy. I have a letter from the 
g~neral counsel of the Federal Trade 
Commission who gives his personal 
views, but I ., think he says something 
that is worthwhile. He says: 

It is my belief that in the large majority 
of cases the fish retailer and the restaura
teur receiving the fish for local resale or 

serving as food know the origin ot the fish 
which they buy, and in any event, this Com
mission would have no authority to require 
them to make disclosure of that origin to 
their respective customers, whether the 
housewife or the diner in the restaurant. 

They may have authority so far as 
the importation of various products is 
concerned to require the labeling of the 
import as such, but that is simply on the 
outside of _the package, the big package, 
as it comes into this country. But there 
is no authority for the Federal Trade 
Commission to go in and determine with
in the specific restaurant the place of 
origin of the product that they are try
ing to sell. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 
Mr. CELLER. If the fish is mis

labeled or misbranded, the Federal 
Trade Commission undoubtedly would 
have authority to bring a prosecution 
against those guilty of misbranding, 
would they not? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The gentleman, of 
course, is an eminent lawyer, and I am 
sure he understands about that. But 
I would like to bring to the attention of 
this committee the fact that the large 
package in which the fish arrive in this 
country is labeled as to point of origin. 
However, after the breakdown of the 
package, which may be mislabeled 
"Mountain Trout," and so forth, they do 
not have to reveal the point of origin. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 
Mr. CELLER. Is it not true that the 

entity that would have charge of the en
forcement of this act, namely, the Pure 
Food and Drug Administration, is op
posed to this bill? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. They are always 
opposed to having any additional duties 
put upon them. However, I might point 
out to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLER] that if they carry out their 
present duties and make these inspec
tions throughout the country under the 
Pure Food and Drug Act, all they would 
have to do is to take a look around 
through the restaurants to find out 
whether or not the law was being cir
cumvented. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 
Mr. GAVIN. Regardless of whether 

or not they are opposed to the bill, 
should a handful of men determine 
what we in the House of Representatives 
shall accept? We are 435 Members of 
the House who represent every section 
of the country. We are the ones who 
should determine what we want in the 
way of legislation to protect American 
producers of trout, not some department 
officiaL 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I think it has been 
demonstrated time and again that some
times this Congress is perhaps a little 
better informed and acts more in the 
interests of the country as a whole than 
somebody from downtown. 

Mr. CELLER. Is it not true that two 
other responsible agencies of the Gov
ernment oppose this bill, to wit, the De
partment of the Interior and the State 
Department? 



13966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 10 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The gentleman 
brought out that question about treaties, 
and so on, yesterday. If we pass this 
bill we do not disrupt any treaties. All 
we are trying to do is tell the people of 
this country what they are receiving, and 
we are trying to give our industry a fair 
break and an opportunity to compete 
with these foreign products. We are not 
disrupting any reciprocal trade agree .. 
ments in any way whatsoever. 

Mr. CELLER. Do not your hearings 
contain a statement by Thruston B. Mor
ton, Assistant Secretary of State, for the 
Secretary of State on pages 6 and 7 that 
this bill undoubtedly violates various 
treaties that the United States has with 
countries from which come this trout? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As the gentleman 
knows, I am not a member of that com
mittee and I was not present to hear 
that, but I am sure there is nothing in 
there in any way whatsoever that vio· 
lates anything in the treaties. 

Mr. CELLER. It specifically states it 
is a violation of treaty. It is on page 7. 
Read it for yourself. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. It might possibly 
be, but that does not make any differ
ence in the matter that is before us. I 
probably was wrong in getting into a dis· 
cussion with the eminent attorney from 
New York. 

The whole question resolves itself down 
to this, whether you are going to give 
some aid or chance for a growing indus
try in this country that is so vital to it 
and to all the sports fishermen through
out our entire country, or whether you 
are going to furnish protection to a for· ' 
eign import. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair:. 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of the bill be considered as 
read and open to amendment at any 
point. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
The rrmainder of the bill is as follows: 
SEc. 2. Chapter IV of the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended (21 
U. s. C. 341 et seq.), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new section as follows: 

"FOREIGN PRODUCED TROUT 

"SEc. 408. (a) No person shall sell, offer 
for sale, or possess for sale as food, in any 
place other than a public eating place, trout 
produced outside the United States, its Ter
ritories, or possessions, unless-
. " ( 1) such trout is packaged; 

"(2 ) each part of the contents of the 
package is contained in a wrapper; and · 

"(3 ) each such package and wrapper is 
clearly and conspicuously stamped or labeled 
to disclose in type or lettering not smaller 
than 20-point type the word 'trout' preceded 
by the name of the country in which such 
trout was produced. 

"(b) No person shall possess in a form 
ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions, 
unless there appears on the menu of such 
eating place in clear and conspicuous type 
the word 'trout• preceded by the name of the 
country in which such trout was produced, 
or, if such eating place does not have a menu, 
a notice is displayed prominently and con
spicuously in such eating place stating that 
• ------------ trout is served in this res
taurant', the blank space to be filled with the 

name of the country in which such trout ment which has now been offered is not 
was produced. what the gentleman from Tennessee re .. 

"(c) The requirements of subsections (a) ferred to. The amendment which has 
and (b) shall pe in addition to and not in 
lieu of any of the other requirements of just been offered by the gentleman from 
this act. Illinois goes a great deal further than 

"(d) As used in this section the term the inquiry just made by the gentleman 
•trout' means all species of trout fish, except from Tennessee. I think we had better 
Salvelinus namaycush (lake trout), belong- get rid of these amendments in the form 
ing to the following genera: Salmo, Salveli- in which they are submitted, and then 
uus, Cristivomer, Hucho, and Brachymystax." come to whatever other questions may 

SEc. 3. Nothing in this act shall be con-
st rued as authorizing the possession, sale, or arise. 
serving of foreign-produced trout in any Mr. PRIEST. Will . the gentleman 
State or Territory in contravention of the yield? 
laws of such State or Territory. Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield. 

Mr. PRIEST. I would want the REc
With the following committee amend· ORD to show that when I discussed the 

ments: amendment under general debate, it was 
Page 2, line 11 , strike out "each part of my understanding at that time that the 

the contents of the package is contained in amendment would require a notice on the 
a wrapper" and insert "if the package is walls of the restaurant. I had not read 
broken while held for sale, each unit for 
sale (consisting of one or more trout) is in the language of the amendment at that 
a package.'' time. 

Page 2, line 15, strike out "and wrapper." Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I just 
Page 3, line 17, insert the following: wanted to make it plain that the gentle .. 
"SEc. 4. This act shall take effect 6 months man's amendment, the amendment of-

after the date of its enactment." fered by the gentleman from Illinois. 
The committee amendments were goes a great deal further than the 

agreed to. amendment which was referred to by the 
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I · gentleman from Tennessee. 

offer an amendment. I do not condone deception and fraud 
The Clerk read as follows: practiced by those who sell foreign fish 
Amendment offered by Mr. KLuczYNsKr: by calling the foreign fish American fish 

On page 2, line 20, strike out all of subsec- and calling it a highly desirable type of 
tion (b), and reletter the followin·g sections. fish for eating· purposes; that is their 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I privilege. But let us have it understood 
. believe I would be the last Member here. what it does. We are here trying to 
to .do harm to the trout farmer. I would protect the American people. 
not want anybody to interfere with that Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ~ 
business. so I have offered this simple move to strike out the last word. 
amendment which would clarify this hill. Mr. Chairman, I take this time for the 
I gelieve I , can vote for the bill ~f this purpose· of asking a question or two in a 
is adopted. It simply strikes out sub· desire to get some information: · As I 
section (b), which has to do with the understand it, if I may address this to 

. the gentleman from Minnesota, if section 
menus in restaurants or the placards on (b) is eliminated and section (a) is left 
the w.all. It is a simple amendment, and 
I hope it is adopted. in, thEm the bill would apply only ·to 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. those who sold trout other than in public 
eating places. ~ : 

Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Mr. O'HARA Of Minnesota. That 
amendment. As I understand the 
amendment, which has just been offered would be my understanding, I would say 

to the gentleman. 
by the gentleman from Illinois, it would Mr. KEATING. It is section (b). 

. strike out all of section (b); is that which troubles me about this legisla .. 
correct? 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. That is right. tion. Some of the restaurant proprie-
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Of tors have indicated to me that they 

course, then you would not have much often do not know when they buy trout 
where it does come from. 

left in this bill, Ml'". Chairman. There Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. May I 
would be nothing but a hollow shell, and ' 
the bill would be emasculated. I realize answer the gentleman by· saying that 

that is probably true today; they do not 
that the gentleman who offers the know. This bill requires that when this 
amendment must do it for that purpose. foreign trout is brought into this coun

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the try, if it is in packages of one or more, 
gentleman yield.? the package must be marked with the 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield. name of the country of origin of the 
Mr. PRIEST. Would the gentleman trout, which does give to the restaurant 

from Minnesota be willing to accept the keeper the information which protects 
amendment if the language which is in him. 
the bill remains in the bill requiring a Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle· 
sign in the restaurant? man. May I follow that up with this 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; I am question: Suppose a person who has 
not in a position to accept such an sold the trout to the restaurant keeper 
amendment. had not marked it, in violation of sec-

Mr. PRIEST. May I inquire of the tion (a); and the restaurant ·keeper did 
gentleman from Illinois if he would be not know where it came from and had 
willing to modify his amendment to that not marked it, would he still be liable 
extent? even though he had been imposed upon 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Yes; I would. by the man from whom he bought it? 
Mr. O 'HARA of Minnesota. The gen- Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. In my 

tleman may be willing to do that, but opinion he would not, because he is not 
I would like to state that the amend· willfully violating this law. 
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Mr. KEATING. That leads to this 
question: Does prosecution under the 
Food and Drug Act for a violation of 
section (b), if it is left in the bill, re
quire knowledge :and intent? In other 
words, would it have to be willful viola
tion? 
· Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. · ·I would 

think there would have to be willful in
tent to be a violation. 

Mr. KEATING. In other words, this 
is added to the list of so-called pro

- hibited acts in the law. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That is 

right; in the food and drug law. 
Mr. KEATING. And under prosecu

tions for committing one of ·those pro
hibited acts, is it necessary-to prove in
tent to violate the law? -

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Generally 
speaking it is my understanding that in 
these offenses there must be a willful 
intent to violate the law. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. That clears up a good deal in 
my mind. 

I want to ask just one additional ques
tion: In a communication which I re
ceived from certain restaurant operators 
they spoke of the provisions of this bill 
being unusually severe in their penal
ties. Am I correct that there" is nothing 
in this bill about penalties, but that the 
regular provisions of the Food and Drug 
Act would apply? · 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The same 
penalty, if I am not anticipating the 
gentleman, that applies to any other 
violations of the Food and Drug Act. 

· Mr. KEATING. And for tbe first of-
fense---- .· 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That is ·a 
misdemeanor. 

Mr. KEATING. That is a ·misde
. meanor and not more than $1,000 fine. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Or 1 year 
in jail, or both. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman is 
probably more familiar than I with 
prosecutions under the Food and Drug 
Act; is it customary for them to be fined 
the maximum? My impression is that 
in most cases it is more like a $100 fine 
or something of that kind for the first 
offense. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I am not 
familiar with it but I think that is true. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. If I have any time 
remaining I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. · CELLER. The impression has 
been gained from the answer to the gen
tleman's question that the utmost pen
alty is a $1,000 fine. That is inaccurate. 
Under the Pure Food and Drug Act for 
the first offense there is a possible pen
alty of 1 year in jail and;or a $1,000 
fine; and for the second penalty 3 years 
in jail and/ or a $10,000 fine. 

Mr. KEATING. As I understand it, a 
violation of this section would stand on 
the same footing as any other violation 
of the Food and Drug Act. There are 
no more severe penalties involved ·here 
than attach to any other violation. 
But I might ask the gentleman from 
New York, who perhaps has had some 
experience in this field, whether it is 
customary for a person who is convicted 

as a first offender to 'be fined as niuch as 
$1,000? My impression -is that ·he is 
not usually given the maximum fine and 
that it would only be in an extremely 
aggravated case that he would be so 
severely dealt with. 

Mr. CELLER. That all depends on 
the facts in the case. Also, to clear up 
another misapprehension on the ques
tion of guilty knowledge and willful in
tent, those are questions of fact a judge 
will have to determine for himself. We 
cannot determine that in the act itself, 
and, being questions of. fact, the restau
rant man runs a tremendous risk if he 
handles trout. · 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a substitute amendment to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Illi
nois. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Substitute amendment offered by Mr. 

PRIEST: 
"(b) No person shall possess in a form 

ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories or possessions, 
unless a notice is displayed prominently and 
conspicuously in such eating place stating 
that '-------- trout is served in this res
taurant,' the blank space to be filled with 
the name of the country in which such trout 
was produced." 

:t\{r. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentleman · 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman; I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate oh the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois and the ·sub
stitute · offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee close in 30 minutes, the last 
5 minutes to be reserved to the commit- · 
tee . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the ·right to object, a bill such 
as this coming up here in· the closing 
days of the session is not a thing that 
makes me very proud. I would like to 
see this come to an end just as quickly 
as possible. If the gentleman from 
Minnesota would agree with, I think, all 
of the membe.rs of his committee on this 
side to the substitute amendment just 
offered by the gentleman from Tennes
see, we can close this thing in less than 
5 minutes. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Answer
ing the gentleman from Texas, I am riot 
in position where I can agree. I have 
no authority to agree. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman has 
his individual authority to agree or dis
agree. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I have no 
authority from anybody other than my
self. Let me say to the gentleman that 
I have submitted this to certain Mem
bers and they are not agreeable. 

Mr. HARRIS. Can the gentleman 
consider accepting this amendment, and 
since this is · a · Senate bill and it is 
amended, perhaps we can get together 
and see if we cannot resolve the differ
ence? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota.. I do not 
wish to appear to be arbitrary about this 

matter, but I am not in position to say. 
It is a rather embarrassing position to 
put me in. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman 
knows he cannot pass this bill today be
cause there will not be a rollcall in the 
House today. In all probability it will go 
over until Thursday. I would just like to 
see this whole argument cease, to be very 
frank, and I wish some accommoda
tion could be brought about in refer
ence to this rna tter. The bill could pass 
today without a rollcall. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. · 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I have 
·offered · this perfecting amendment 
which I understand is agreeable to the 
gentleman from Illinois EMr. KL·ucZYN
SKIJ. It was the amendment I referred 
to in general debate. It is an amend
ment which would require, if the bill 
becomes law, that a restaurant operator 
serving imported trout shall display a 
sign, but it does not require that it shall 
be printed on the menu. I believe it is 
a satisfactory compromise between the 
provision in the bill in that respect and 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois which would have 
stricken all of section (b) from the bill. 
I share the opinion expressed by the 
distinguished minority leader the gen
tleman from Texas EMr. RAYBURN] in 
hoping that this matter can be disposed. 
of rather quickly, and I hope very much 
that the perfecting amendment will be 
agreed to and that we · can dispose of . 
this legislation this afternoon. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will · 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentleman 
from' Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have examined the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois at the Clerk's desk. It 
strikes out all of section (b), but he 
stated here that he would be perfectly 
willing to strike out all of that with the 
exception of the notice to be displayed in 
the restaurant. Why does not that real
ly comply with the objective of this leg
islation? Why do we not accept it? 

Mr. PRIEST. I believe it does comply 
with the objective, and I certainly hope, 
Mr. Chairman, that the Committee of 
the Whole will accept the amendment. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Anyone can read the 
bill, and certainly there is enough pro
tection for the trout producers in this 
bill without that section, and with the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. PRIEST. It would seem to me 
that that is true, I will say to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. It seems to me that 
the gentleman from Tennessee has made 
a very sensible suggestion here. We all 
want to protect the domestic raisers of 
trout, and we do not want to throw an 
undue or unnecessary burden on those 
who conduct restaurants. Now, it is not 
too great a burden, probably, to display 
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a sign, but it is a considerable burden to 
make them print this on all. their menus. 
I think the gentleman's amendment is 
worthy of our support. . 

Mr. PRIEST. I thank the gentleman 
f:·om New York for his very apt comment 
and I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this 
amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, carry
ing out the thought of our distinguished 
leader on the Democratic side a moment 
ago in an effort to try to get this mat
ter resolved, the members of our com
mittee on this side are willing to adopt 
the substitute amendment. As I under
stand, those who are opposed to the 
legislation or have been opposed to it 
would be willing to take this substitute 
amendment, and consequently, as our 
leader on the minority side a momenli 
ago said, we could get this bill cleared 
out and get it passed today. Otherwise, 
the matter is going to go over until, 
perhaps, Thursday, and we will get in
volved in another jam. Consequently, I 
think, in view of the fact that there is so 
much interest on both sides of this issue, 
I hope that we can get the matter 
worked out this way and get unanimous 
agreement on it so that the matter 
could go over to the other side and 
finally be worked out in conference. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
will say to the gentleman from Arkansas 
that I was not in the room when the 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] made the sugges
tion which he did. But, I have been 
informed with. respect to it, and I have · 
conferred with other members of the 
committee, not all of them but with a 
sufficient number to indicate that it 
would be agreeable, so far as I am con
cerned and those with whom I have con
ferred, to accept the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST] as suggested by the minority 
leader, Mr. RAYBURN. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman. 
I think it will settle the matter so that 
it can be worked out. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk again reported the Priest 

substitute amendment. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield at 
that point? 

Mr. GROSS. I should like to ask the 
gentleman a question first, if I may. I 
am glad to yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST], the author of the amendment, 
used the words "eating place and restau
rant." 

Mr. PRIEST. I believe there is an 
"or" connecting "restaurant" and "eat
ing place." The language is the same 

as was in the bill, with the exception of 
the elimination of the menu provision. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. If the 
gentleman will yield, I think the gentle
n:an added the word "restaurant," which 
was not included in the bill. The bill 
refers to "eating place." 

Mr. GROSS. That is the point that I 
was making. How are you going to 
define "restaurant" and "eating place"? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I suppose 
it is the intention of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] to cover both. 

Mr. PRIEST. It is the intention of 
the gentleman from Tennessee to cover 
both. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota: Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. So that 

we may have clearly the intention of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST], 

. if his substitute is adopted, it is merely 
striking out of the bill, in subsection (b), 
the reference to printing it on the menu; 
is that the gentleman's intention? 

Mr. PRIEST. That is the purpose of 
the amendment. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I thank 
the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the perfecting amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST]. 

The perfecting amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, before this bill is 
passed, I want to make the observation, 
if we are going to embark on a program 
of labeling imported edibles which are 
sold in restaurants and cafes and eating 
places in the United States, I should like 
to see the great commitee from which 
this bill came consider the matter of 
such items as imported sugar. Our peo
ple in Louisiana and throughout the 
United States would like to see imported 
sugar marked. It might be very help
ful to all of us who grow these commod
ities in the United States. I throw out 
this observation so that the committee 
may ponder it, and hope that it will fall 
on fertile ground. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ALLEN of illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that the 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill <S. 2033) relating to the 
labeling of packages containing foreign
produced trout sold in the United States, 
and requiring certain information to 
appear on the menus of public eating 
places serving such trout, pursuant to 
House Resolution 687, he reported the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
of the amendments? If not, the Chair 
will put them en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
The title was amended so as to read: 

"Relating to the labeling of packages 
containing foreign-produced trout sold 
in the United States, and requiring cer
tain information to appear in public 
eating places serving such trout." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

MARY B. HOLMES 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of House Resolution 
703. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: · 

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House of Repre
sentatives to Mary B. Holmes, widow of 
Amos E. Holmes, late an employee of the 
Architect of the Capitol, an amount equal 
to 6 months' salary at ·:he rate he was re
ceiving· at the time of his death, and an 
additional amount not to exceed $350 toward 
defraying th-e funeral expenses of the said 
Amos E. Holmes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

Mr. SCHENCK. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not, 
I have not been able to discuss this reso
lution with many of the members of the 
House Committee on Administration on 
the majority side, but those with whom 
I have discussed it are in agreement. 
Therefore, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. · Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to, and a 

motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

DESIGNATION OF MAY 1, 1955, AS 
LOYALTY DAY 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H. J. Res. 118) to designate the 1st day 
of May in each year as Loyalty Day. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman 
cleared this through the leadership on 
both sides? · 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I am pleased to 
say that the matter has been cleared 
with the minority leader and with the 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. It is brought 
up at the request of the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the joint resolution. 

The Clerk read the· joint resolution, 
as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the 1st day of May 
in each . year be designated as Loyalty Day 
and set aside as .a special day for the re
afil.rmation of loyalty to the United States 
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of America. and for the recognition by ap
propriate ceremonies of the heritage of 
American freedom. 

With the following committee amend 4 

ment: 
Strike out all after the resolving clause 

and insert the following: "That the 1st day 
of May, 1954, is hereby designated as Loy
al~y Day and is set aside as a special day 
for the reaffirmation of loyalty to the United 
States of America and for the recognition 
of the heritage of American freedom; and 
the President of the United States is author
ized and requested to issue a proclamation 
calling upon officials of the Government to 
display the flag of the United States on all 
Government buildings on such day and in
viting the people of the United States to 
observe such day, in schools and other suit
able places, with appropriate ceremonies." 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCULLOCH to 

the committee amendment: On page 1, line 
8, after the first comma strike out "1954" 
and insert "1955." 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"To designate the 1st day of May 1955, 
as Loyalty Day." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem4 

bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to extend their remarks on the 
bill, s. 2033. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

MINIMUM WAGE LEGISLATION 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I take this opportunity of calling the at4 

tention of the House and of the country 
to H. R. 10132, a bill which I have intro 4 

duced to increase the present statutory 
minimum wage from 75 cents per hour 
to $1.25 per hour. Roughly, it would add 
an additional 9 million workers to the 
number now covered by the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938. 

Bills similar to H. R. 10132 have been 
introduced by other Members of the 
House. The purpose of the sponsors of 
this proposed legislation is to afford op
portunity for study during the next few 
months of the terms of the act and its 
economic effect. This will facilitate 
early hearings. by the Labor Committees 
of this and the other body. 

By the time the 84th Congress con
venes on January 3 of 1955 the economy 
of the country is certain to need the 
stimulus of a genuinely dynamic labor 
program. I am convinced that a reces 4 

sion can be whipped and unemployment 
stopped in its tracks only if the 84th 
Congress immediately upon its conven4 

ing sets itself to work on such a pro 4 

gram. An enactment increasing the 
minimum wage from its present low fig 4 

ure is a fundamental must in the re· 
quired program. 

BIRTH OF MINIMUM WAGE 

As one of the pioneers in the field of 
minimum wage legislation I have an es4 

pecial interest that stems from long fa 4 

miliarity with the subject and close ob
servation of its operation. 

In 1913 clerks in the large banks of 
Chicago were paid a maximum wage of 
$25 a week, women employed as clerks 
in the fashionable retail stores were paid 
as low as $2 a week, seldom more than 
$5 a week. As the chairman of a select 
committee of the Illinois State Senate I 
conducted an investigation that awak
ened intense national interest, enlisted 
the support of President Woodrow Wil 4 

son and the governors of 32 other States, 
including the then Gov. Hiram Johnson, 
of California, and resulted in the enact4 

ment of 7 of the first State minimum
wage laws in our history. 

Thirty-six years later as a Member 
of the 81st Congress I had the great and 
satisfying privilege of voting for a Fed
eral law establishing 75 cents an hour 
as the least payment that could be made 
for the service of an American worker. 

In the intervening 6 years the cost of 
living has increased to such an extent 
that 75 cents now is far from adequate. 

TRIPARTITE INDUSTRY COMMITTEES 

I call attention to certain basic facts 
about our national economy which 
should be borne in mind when consid
ering H. R. 10132. 

This proposed bill reestablishes the 
machinery in the 1938 act for the estab4 

lishment of tripartite industry com
mittees to recommend minimum rates 
for a particular industry which would 
be higher than the basic nationwide 
$1.25 rate. 

There are in my bill a number of fairly 
technical but quite important and 
highly practical revisions of the 1949 
version which experience has proven to 
be necessary both from the standpoint 
of administrative feasibility and fair 
treatment for both employer and em
ployees. 

This bill would nGt affect a greater 
proportion of the total working force 
than did the original FLSA in 1938. 

It would primarily affect industries 
whose wage standards have lagged and 
those employers who have failed to 
grant prevailing wage increases. 

TO MEET INCREASED LIVING COSTS 

This proposed increase in the statu
tory hourly minimum from 75 cents to 
$1.25 is certainly modest when compared 
with the rise in average hourly earnings 
of factory workers from 62 cents to 
$1. 79--June 1938 to March 1954-a step
up of $1.17. 

The cost of living for lower-income 
groups has risen by more than 120 per
cent since the FLSA first became law. 

Productivity in the American industry 
has been rising at the rate of 3.25 to 
3.5 percent per year per man-hour. This 
increase alone would justify the pro .. 
posed increase in the statutory mini
mum wage. 

The actual prevailing minimum wage 
in industry today is $1.25 or higher. 

STIMULUS TO AMERICAN ECONOMY 

By increasing the statutory minimum 
wage in 1955, the Congress would stimu
late and strengthen the entire American 
economy by eliminating remaining areas 
of substandard wages and by increasing 
purchasing power. The passage of the 
1938 bill sparked an almost sensational 
upturn in our national economy. The 
effect of the 75 cents minimum rate 
which became effective in 1950 was less 
dramatic, but its beneficial effect was 
persuasive and its total effect was most 
helpful. The advance predictions about 
firms being forced out of business be
cause of the requirement of paying 75 
cents an hour simply did not materialize. 
Indeed, the great bulk of industry that 
was paying below 75 cents an hour vol
untarily brought their wages into line 
when they saw that Congress was going 
to act to raise the statutory rate. 

ELEMENT OF SOCIAL ETHICS 

My principal justification, however, 
for introduction of this legislation is that 
from the standpoint of social ethics we 
must not permit millions of workers to 
remain outside the protection of this 
law, and to allow the wages of helpless, 
unorganized and depressed groups to 
lag behind those enjoyed by the advanc
ing sectors in our economy and to per
mit them to benefit from our rising na
tional productivity. This condition also 
deters the progressive employers in the 
highly competitive industries from 
raising their wages. Both social justice 
and sound economics require immediate 
revision and extension of the FLSA. 

To keep America strong we must con
stantly strengthen the foundation of our 
economy. And that foundation is our 
purchasing power. The 75 cents mini· 
mum wage is out of date; it no longer 
provides adequate purchasing power; it 
no longer provides a decent American 
standard of living for that section of our 
population which is working for such 
substandard rates of pay. 

REQUEST TO ADJOURN OVER 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Thursday next. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing tlie right to object, I think the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture [Mr. HoPE] wants to reserve the 
l'ight to object. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv· 
ing the right to object, I think the House 
should be in session tomorrow if for no 
other purpose than to send the agricul
ture bill to conference. I understand 
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that the bill is going to pass the other 
body before they adjourn today, and I 
think the Committee on Agriculture 
would like to send that bill to conference 
at the earliest opportunity, and the 
House must be in session in order to do 
that. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. That is 
my sentiment exactly, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair can state 
that it was thought that if the other 
body did pass the bill today or tomorrow, 
the conferees could meet informally and 
then when the House is in session and 
the conferees are named, they could 
meet officially. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, objec~ 
tion was made yesterday to that very 
procedure. 

The SPEAKER. Yes, the Chair un~ 
derstands that. Would the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] kindly with
draw his request? 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw the request. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I asked 

for this time in order to advise the mi
nority leader and the Members of the 
House that it is the plan now to call up 
the Consent Calendar on Thursday, 
which will be followed by the Private 
Calendar. Of course, any conference re
ports will be in order at any time. At the 
moment, so far as we know, that is all 
that is scheduled for the legislation · on 
Thursday of this week. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is it the idea then 
on Thursday to go over until Monday? 

Mr. ARENDS. Yes; if that is possible 
and if nothing comes before the House at 
that time which we must consider in the 
way of a conference report. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak~ 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Is it 

planned to bring up bills under suspen
sion of the rules? 

Mr. ARENDS. That has been dis
cussed but there is no agreement be~ 
tween the minority and the majority as 
yet as to what might be called up under 
suspension of the rules. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Will there 
be an opportunity to call up the confer
ence report on statedhood for Hawaii 
and Alaska so that we might go to con
ference on that? 

Mr. ARENDS. I suppose the gentle
man could ask for that. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Perhaps 
the minority leader could answer that 
for me. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, when does the gen
tleman expect the conference report on 
the supplemental appropriation bill to be 
on the floor? 

Mr. ARENDS. The conferees have not 
finished and the best information I have 
is that they will not finish until tomor-

row, which would preclude that from be
ing taken up until the following day. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman heard 
the gentleman from New York ask unan
imous consent for the privilege of filing 
a report by midnight tomorrow. Does 
that mean that we will have it up on 
Thursday? 

Mr. ARENDS. It is entirely possible 
that that will be up on Thursday for con
sideration. 

CONSENT CALENDAR AND PRIVATE 
CALENDAR TO BE CALLED ON 
THURSDAY NEXT 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order to 
call the Consent Calendar and the Pri
vate Calendar on Thursday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy may 
have until midnight tomorrow night to 
file a report on the bill entitled "Atomic 
Weapons Reward Act of 1954." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

THE HONORABLE WESLEY A. 
D'EWART 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, at the 

end of every session of Congress there are 
always certain partings that are not 
pleasant; yet we face them in the life we 
lead as Members of the Congress of the 
United States. I rise today to say that 
all of us from the West know that those 
Members who represent the eastern and 
central parts of the United States will 
join with us in regret at the loss of one 
Member of this body who has not filed for 
reelection to this House, the Honorable 
WESLEY D'EWART, of Montana. 

I came here the session before him; he 
followed. We have. been closely associ
ated in the 78-79 Club, and in other or
ganizations. We have worked together 
on many measures that have been of 
great benefit to the West and to the Na
tion as a whole. He has the outstanding 
regard of his fellow Members of the 
House. 

He is running for office in another 
body. If he were to be successful, as we 
hope he will be, he would carry with 
him not only the ability, the experience, 
and the acquaintance, but also the af
fection and regard of the Members of 
this House, all of which I would think 
the people of his State would consider 
to be of great value to them. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. The House is losing a 
very valuable Member in the gentleman 
from Montana [WESLEY D'EwART]. In 
my work on the Committee on the Ju
diciary it has been my privilege to be 
associated frequently with him in mat
ters that he had before our committee 
which he has always pursued with great 
diligence and with the obvious interest 
of his people at heart. I express the 
hope that the Nation will not lose the 
benefit of his wonderful services. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Naturally, he has been 
one of the powers in this House on mat
ters having to do with irrigation, recla
mation, and Indian affairs. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, my committee, the House In
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
and the House of Representatives will 
definitely be losing four of its mem
bers next year. They are WESLEY A. 
D'EWART, of Montana; WILLIAM HENRY 
HARRISON, Of Wyoming; GEORGE BENDER, 
of Ohio, and SAM YoRTY, of California, 
who are seeking election to the United 
States Senate-three have won their 
primary fights. 

Two of them, Messrs. D'EwART and 
HARRISON, are subcommittee chairmen 
and have done exemplary work in that 
capacity. It is with deep regret that I 
will be losing these two exceptionally 
hard-working subcommittee chairmen. 

WEs D'EWART is the committee watch
dog against faulty legislation as well as 
being the workhorse. His careful study 
of pending measures, his questions that 
go to the heart of the issue and expose 
unwise proposals, and his knowledge of 
the national resource development pro
gram have resulted in the improvement 
of many measures and the defeat of 
others that were not in the public 
interest. 

Quite often WEs D'EWART was called 
upon to preside over subcommittees 
when the regular chairman found it im
possible to attend. He was always will
ing and most able to sit in for the ab
sentee member. 

When I was unable to attend full com
mittee meetings, he as the next ranking 
majority member very ably presided 
over the committee. 

A member of all of the five subcom
mittees of my committee-Irrigation 
and Reclamation, Public Lands, Indian 
Affairs, Mines and Mining, and Territo
ries-he has been in regular attendance 
at almost daily meetings over the years. 
His subcommittee on Public Lands has 
acted on 78 different bills resulting in 
37 public laws and 12 private laws. Al
together, 64 bills from his subcommittee 
have ultimately passed the House-13 
of those are awaiting action in the Sen
ate. 

This number, of course, does not in
clude the many other bills which he 
heard presiding as acting chairman of 
the four other subcommittees. 
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This total does not reflect his hard 

work in Congress, nor the work he has 
done in behalf of his constituents. His 
legislative record is excellent. He is the 
author of nearly 100 laws passed during 
his 9 years in the House of Representa
tives. Unlike many Members of the 
House, Wes is a member of two major 
committees. Besides being a member of 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee, he is also a member of the Bank
ing and Currency Committee and on the 
Republican policy committee. On the 
Banking Committee, he has been active 
in shaping monetary policy, the new 
housing program, and other vital legis
lation. 

His services in the House will be 
greatly missed, but I feel confident that 
the good people of Montana will see fit 
to send him back to Washington to con
tinue to serve them, but this time as a 
United States Senator: 

With his excellent knowledge of the 
problems of Montana and the rest of the 
great western area of the United States, 
he will be able to best serve the interests 
of his constituents. 

BILL HARRISON's record is also an ac
count of outstanding accomplishments. 
His deep-rooted personal interest in 
reclamation is evidenced by his activity 
as chairman of the Irrigation and Recla
mation Subcommittee. His most no
table accomplishment in this field was 
the manner in which he conducted hear
ings on the many irrigation matters. 
He was also chairman of a special In
dian Affairs Subcommittee and was 
chairman of the regular Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee until he headed up the 
Irrigation Subcommittee. 

His accomplishments are further en
hanced by the fact that he is serving his 
second term. He was elevated to his 
subcommittee chairmanship when a col
league resigned to accept the post as 
mayor of Los Angeles. · 

As subcommittee chairman, he heard 
37 bills dealing with irrigation and rec
lamation-many of which are major ir
rigation projects. Of those, 28 have 
passed the House and 3 are awaiting 
action. 

Eleven of the bills have been enacted 
into law, 5 are awaiting signature by the 
President, and 2 are in conference. 

His personal record of legislation is 
also very good. Seven of his bills have 
passed both Houses of Congress-six of 
which have been signed into law by the 
President. In addition, three Senate bills 
to which Bill had companion legislation 
in the House have been enacted. When 
they reached the House, he moved to 
table his own bills in favor of the Senate 
ones in order to expedite the legislation. 

When Bill came to Washington as 
Wyoming's Representative, he was 
elected president of the 82d Club. His 
colleagues recognized his abilities of 
leadership and were quick to pay him 
tribute. 

Most anxious to work, Bill is a member 
of the 5 subcommittees and the chair
man of 1 of them. He is also chairman 
of a special subcommittee which investi
gated the activities and operations of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs with a view to 
encouraging that agency to work itself 

out of work-which was the original idea Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, will . the 
anyway. gentleman yield? 

Besides being a member of my commit- Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 
tee, he is also a member of the important Mr. HILL. I want to place myself on 
Education and Labor Committee. record as supporting the fine remarks 

This committee and the House hate that are being made by my friends re
to lose Congressmen D'EWART and HAR- garding the loss that will come to this 
RISON, but it will be most satisfying to House when our personal friend, Con
know that they will be using their gressman WESLEY D'EWART, of Man
knowledge of the problems of their States tana, leaves us at the end of the 83d 
and the other Western States to full ad- Congress. 
vantage in the Senate. The problems of Montana, Wyoming, 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask Colorado, and all the Western States are 
unanimous consent that all Members quite similar, including those of the gen
may extend their remarks on this sub- tleman from California [Mr. PHILLIPS]. 
ject at this point. Our irrigation and watershed develop-

The SPEAKER. Is there objection ment, forest grazing, flood control, and 
to the request of the gentleman from many other difficulties are quite similar; 
California? We do not have a better friend of the 

There was no objection. West than Congressman D'EwART. He 
Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. has always supported and assisted us 

Speaker, I take this opportunity of asso- with efficiency, earnestness, and great 
ciating myself with my colleagues who, zeal as we considered our area difficulties. 
today, are saying so many merited words We shall miss him in this House. 
of praise about our colleague, WESLEY In closing may I add Mr. D'EwART, 
D'EWART, of Montana. that every Member who has worked and 

During my 8 years in the Congress, cooperated with you on every issue con
no Member has been more hard working sidered has borne testimony of your fair
and conscientious in performing his ness and graciousness in debate, in con
duties of the high office of Congressman ferences and general demeanor. 
than has been our friend Mr. D'EWART. We all wish you good luck and the 
His legislative work, also, always has best of success in whatever endeavor 
been most constructive and effective. your pathway of life may lead you. It 

As a westerner, I especially appreciate has been a pleasure and privilege to 
Mr. D'EWART's service. He, too, is a work with you these past several years. 
westerner. He knows western problems. Mr. COON. Mr. Speakez:, during my 
He knows what the West needs for its term in the Congress I have had many 
development and how to obtain from occasions to work with Congressman 
Congress the things the West needs. WESLEY D'EWART, of Montana. He is, in 
WEs D'EWART is a progressive, forward- my opinion, one of our best informed 
looking statesman of great capacity. He legislators. especially on matters that 
has · rendered a great service to his dis- pertain to the West. His knowledge and 
trict, to the entire West, and to the understanding of reclamation, mining, 
Nation. public lands, and Indian affairs is out-

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, it standing. He ably represents the people 
has been truly said that a Member of the of the Northwest, and especially the pea
House of Representatives makes warm ple of his own State of Montana, whether 
friendships during his term of office and it be legislation for the miner, the !urn
one that I have been privileged to make berman, the farmer, the wheat grower, 
is with WESLEY D'EWART, a friendship the woolgrower or the cattleman-in fact 
which I treasure highly. any legislation pertaining to Montana. 

A quiet, unassuming man, he goes We regret very much to lose Mr. 
about his duties with a selfless thorough- D 'EwART from the House of Representa
ness which makes a great impression on tives, because in my estimation he is one 
thm:e \Vho work with him. One does not of the most capable legislators in the 
have to talk with him long to realize United States Congress. He has served 
that back of that quiet exterior there is well and with distinction for his country 
a wonderful mind of great capacity and and his State, and I wish him continued 
a vision that prepares for the future. success. 
He has a rare sense of humor with a Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
point of view which makes life lighter wish to associate myself with the gentle
and friendships warm. He is a real man from California and my other col
American, devoted to his country, and leagues who have spoken about the dis
has contributed much to the develop- tinguished service of WESLEY D'EwART 
ment of history. in this House. 

It is comforting to know that while he I can remember when WESLEY D'EwART 
is leaving the House of Representatives first came to the Hou.5e. He was elected 
at the end of this Congress, he is seek- to fill a vacancy at a special election in 
ing further opportunities of service in the State of :~ontana. He immediately 
the Senate. I have the feeling that the impressed us with his great ability and 
people who know him so well in his na- his knowledge of western problems. He 
tive State will elect him to that high is now one of our most capable and ex
office so they may enjoy the benefits of perienced Members. 
his wisdom, his experience, and his The fact that WESLEY D'EwART bas 
knowledge in facing and solving the made an enviable record in this House· 
grave problems of the days to come. All is proven by the fact that the Republi
of us wish him well and we earnestly can Party in Montana has selected him 
hope that when he becomes a Senator as its candidate for the United States 
he will frequently return to this Hall to ) Senate. Personally, I regret very mueh 
keep his early friendships fresh and to to see him leave the House, where he has 
give us renewed courage. made such an outstanding record. I am 



13972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 10 

sure. that the people of Montana will re
ward his faithful service by giving him 
a vote of confidence · in November. He 
will be greatly missed in this body, but I 
am confident his career as a public serv
ant will continue. 

I wish him much success not alone in 
politics but in everything he undertakes. 
It has been a real pleasure and a privi
lege for me to serve with WESLEY 
D'EWART. We need more men like him 
in public life. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is one 
of the older Members of the House and 
speaks with great authority, and I thank 
him for his comments. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr: Speaker, I too, 
regret that our very good friend, WESLEY. 
D'EWART, is going to leave this body. I 
consider him to be one of my very best 
friends. I have come to know him 
1·ather well throughout the years. He is 
a man of the highest integrity and. he · 
has proven himself to be an outstanding 
Representative in the Congress of the 
United States. 

'.Always alert and devoted to duty he 
has devoted much of his time to prob
lems of the West and his own great State 
of Montana. I hope the people of Mon
tana will reward this faithful servant by 
sending him to the Senate at the election 
in November. Needless to say, WESLEY 
D 'EWART has my best wishes for success 
in all his endeavors. 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, our col
leagues from the Western States, and 
rig'htfully so, are expressing great pride 
in the record that WESLEY D'EWART has 
made as a Member of this body. The 
regret at his leaving this House is not 
confined to his western colleagues be
cause we of the East also are very pleased 
with the record of service and accom
plishment he has made as a Member of 
the Itouse. We wish to record that 
WESLEY D'EWART is a New Englander by 
birth and a graduate of grade and high 
school in his hometown, Worcester, Mass. 
Subsequently, our distinguished friend 
went west and there made his mark. His 
star continues in its ascendancy as he 
serves the citizens of Montana who sent 
him to Washington. 

I hav,e always found WESLEY D'EWART 
most friendly and a hard worker, de
vot"ed and determined to fulfill his legis
lative responsibilities. I want to join 
with the other Members of the House in 
wishing him every success, and, above 
all, good health in the days ahead. I am 
glad to have had the privilege of serv
ing with him and to call him my friend. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, all of us in 
this House who have ·been associated 
during these years with WESLEY 
D'EwART are appreciative of the fine 
character and the gentlemanly spirit 
and the great ability of this colleague 
from Montana. But I rise to speak espe
cially of what I learned about his work 
as a legislator when I had a bill before 
his committee dealing· with an effort to 
get better medical care for the American 
Indians. 

The diligence, the scholarliness, the 
thoroughness, and always the unfailing 
courtesy and patient effort which WEs
LEY D'EWART put into studying all ang·les 
of my p1~oposal, getting the bill perfected 
and a splendid report written, then get-

ting it acted upon favorably by the full 
comm:ittee, the House, and the confer
ence with the Senate, were as impressive 
a demonstration of legislative skill as I 
have seen during my years as a Mem
ber of this body. 

I wish him well and full success in 
his effort to move to a larger field of 
service, with wider responsibility and 
greater opportunity to serve the people 
of his State and of the Nation. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with keen regret those of 
us who have been associated with WEs 
D'EWART in recent years see the end of 
his service in the House. He has been 
a splendid Representative, well informed 
as to the legislation under consideration 
and with the courage of his convictions. 
He has been intimately associated with 
the problems of the West. He knew the 
needs of his section of the country and 
guided with skill and wisdom legislation 
that would advance the West. A zealous 
champion of the West, he was more than 
a sectional leader. He believed in Amer
ica and worked for its betterment, real
izing that if America went forward his 
section would also go forward. The 
House has suffered a real loss in Mr. 
D'EWART's decision not to return. It is 
to be hoped the country can retain his 
services in another position of trust and 
responsibility. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr: 
Speaker, I join with my colleagues who 
have expressed their regrets that WEs
LEY A. D'EwART is terminating his serv
ice in the House. We all wish him suc
cess in his effort to extend his service in 
the Senate of the United States. 

It has been my privilege to work with 
my distinguished colleague since he be
gan his service here. It has been his re
sponsibility to handle bills on the Pri
vate Calendar and my responsibility was 
to clear these private bills for final ac
tion in the House. 

WESLEY D'EWART has always been a 
conscientious, able, and diligent public 
servant. He has rendered outstanding 
service to his district and the great West 
in general. He is an expert on reclama
tion, agriculture and close to his heart 
are the mining interests in his great 
State. 

We shall miss WESLEY D'EWART. His 
kindly smile, his modesty and his in
tegrity has endeared him to every Mem
ber of this distinguished body. Every 
good wish goes with him for a successful 
campaign this fall and for further dis
tinguished service in the United States 
Senate. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, before 
leaving Idaho to come to Washington to 
be sworn in as a freshman Congressman, 
I had heard so much about WESLEY 
D'EWART that I almost felt as though I 
knew him. My predecessor representing 
the Second Congressional District of the 
State of Idaho, the Honorable John San
born, had told me that no Member of the 
House was more capable or better in
formed on matters affecting the Western 
States than the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. D'EwART] . In the 4 years 
during which it has been my pleasure to 
serve with him and under his chairman
ship, the words of John Sanborn have 
been proven true many, many times. 

WESLEY D'EWART has been not only one 
of the foremost spokesmen for the States 
of the West, but he has also put in prob
ably as much time at his work as any 
Member of Congress, and his industry 
and devotion to his work have been 
manifest in many fields, but particularly 
those affecting the Western States. 

His background, his legislative ability, 
his knowledge of the problems of the 
West, and his courage and honesty. will 
be sorely missed. It is with the greatest 
regret on the part of all of us from all 
sections of the Nation to see WEs 
D'EWART leaving the House of Repre
sentatives where he has done such 
meritorious service for his people of 
Montana, for the West and for the 
Nation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HOPE]. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, like the 
others who have spoken, I regret very 
much that the distinguished gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. D"EWART] has 
reached a decision to leave this body. 
Certainly, the regret that I have is tem
pered somewhat by the fact that he is 
a candidate for a place in another leg
islative body and I am sure all of us 
wish him success in that effort. 

I have observed the gentleman from 
¥ontana throughout the many years 
that he has been a Member of the House. 
No Member has been more diligent in 
his duties and none stands higher in the 
esteem of his colleagues. Mr. D'EwART 
represents a section of the country ·which 
has many problems that necessarily re
quire the attention of Congress, and no 
Member of the House has done a better 
job than he in representing the varied 
interests of his own State and other 
States in that area. 

Montana is a great agricultural State, 
and I have had the pleasure and oppor
tunity of working with the gentleman 
from Montana in connection with many 
agricultural matters. His knowledge of 
the problems confronting the farmers 
and ranchers of Montana in connection 
with the production of wheat, sugar 
beets, cattle, wool, and other agricul
tural commodities is such that other 
Members have come to regard him as 
an authority on them. I have frequent
ly looked to him for counsel and advice 
on such matters, as have many other 
Members. 

My kindest wishes go to him not only 
in his present political contest, but in 
everything he may undertake in the 
future. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ARENDS] . 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, like my 
many other colleagues, I welcome this 
opportunity to pay my respects to 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D'EWART], who has been such a stalwart 
among our ranks here in the House of 
Representatives in the movement and 
the effort to put through a constructive 
program during this session of the Con
gress. For many years I have had the 
pleasure of working with Congressman 
D'EWART. I know of his splendid, out
standing characteristics, the fine gentle
man that he is, and the cont inual devo-
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tion and loyalty to the country that he 
has displayed. I wish for hiq1 the very 
best of success. Rumor tells me that he 
has no desire to leave this body, but 
thought that service in another body 
would be helpful to the great State of 
Montana, and if there is any push l 
can give him to h,elp make him a Sena
tor, I want to do it. The gentleman from 
Montana has displayed gr.eat talents. 
He is a great American, a great patriot. 
and a fine legislator. 

A MEMBER OF CONGRESS TAKES 
A NEW LOOK AT WATER CONTROL 
AND SOIL CONSERVATION 
The SPEAKER. Under previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr, Speak
er, I came to Washington at the begin
ning of the 83d Congress with the 
unusual publicity of having been the only 
Democrat ever to be elected from the 
First District of Kansas in the more than 
90 years of that State's history. That 
this should have occurred at the time of 
a great Republican landslide when many 
States and congressional districts went 
Republican for the first time was of itself 
news. What was the cause of this re
verse of the usual was the question that 
interested many people and that was 
raised in the newspapers and periodicals 
from New York to Los Angeles, and even 
appeared in Stars and Stripes of far
away Japan. 

Since I was the central figure in this 
interesting phenomenon, and since the 
issues that brought it about are still 
alive and bid fair to become more acute 
in the coming campaign than they were 
2 years ago, I shall review briefly the 
facts leading up to the present situation 
and possibly take a look into the future, 
judging-as Patrick Henry would say
what may happen in the future 'by what 
has happened in the past. 

Even though there is a saying to the 
effect that major catastrophes are re
membered only 4 or 5 years and minor 
catastrophies for a much shorter time, 
the near revolutionary conditions of the 
thirties are well-remembered by most 
of the adult people of the United States. 
By laboring people they are remembered 
for the di:tficulty of procuring a job and 
for the low wages. By merchants . they 
are remembered for the shop-worn mer
chandise and the bad accounts. By pro
fessional men, they are remembered as 
the period of low income. By children 
and youths in the home, they are re
membered for the hushed conversation 
when father and mother were discussing 
whether or not to make one more effort 
to save the home. This was the situa
tion when, in 1938, Congress was cast
ing about to find some way in which 
to furnish jobs for desperate men w.ho 
wan.ted to have honorable work at which 
they could earn money to buy food for 
themselves, their wives and their · chil
dren. It was under these conditions that 
Congress directed the Corps of Engineers 
of . the United States Army, a body of 
trained men under able leadership, to 
make a hydrological survey of the Kan
sas River Basin to determine what meas-

ures could profitably be taken to con
trol the excess rainfall, and prevent. so 
far as practicable, flood damage in the 
river valleys and to the cities situated 
on the river banks. 

Following this authorization, the 
Corps of Engineers made surveys on the 
main tributaries of the Kansas River 
and reported . to Congres~ their findings 
and recommendations in various docu
ments from time to time. In justice tO 
the Corps of Engineers it must be 
realized that, in making their surveys 
and laying their plans, they, like any 
other body of men, experts or otherwise, 
were bound to be guided by the condi
tions of the time, the kind of tools avail
able to work with, the time required for 
'the work, and every other consideration 
that might enter into development and 
completion of any project. It is im
portant to know that, up to that time, 
there had not been developed any of the 
modern earth-moving machinery which 
makes possible the execution of a pro
gram of water control from the area 
upon which the raindrops fall to the 
river channel which nature has pre
pared to carry the water back to the sea 
whence most of it comes. There were 
available only tools and equipment suit
able for building dams on the river 
channel. Naturally no other system of 
Hood prevention was given considera
tion. 

It was known to hydrological engi
neers for centuries that if mankind 
could find tl).e means to construct ter
races to conduct the excess rainfall which 
poured from the fields slowly around the 
hillside instead of permitting it to rush 
swiftly down the hillside, the damage 
done by the runoff would be greatly re
duced. But in the United States, with 
large acreages and low pric.es for farm 
products, it was not found to be eco
nomically possible with the crude equip
ment of the early thirties. I know this 
well from an individual experience, for 
.I was one of the few farmers who, fol
lowing the counsel of the county agent 
and the engineers from the extension 
department of the land-grant colleges, 
experimented with a terracing program 
in the days of the horse-drawn ma
chinery. We were convinced that soil
conservation practices were needed to 
save our soil and reduce flood damage, 
but we found them too slow and expen
sive. Only determined men of unusual 
foresight and with assured financial 
means carried forward the program to 
anything like completion. They were 
less than one in a hundred of the own
ers and operators of the farms. 

This was the situation when Congress, 
under the prodding of such soil-conser
vation-minded men as Hugh Bennett, of 
the Agriculture Department, and many 
men of like conviction, but lesser fame
notably Deans Umberger and Williams 
of the extension service of the land.., 
grant college at Manhattan, Kans.
passed the Soil Conservation Act of 1935. 
'The enactment of this law resulted in 
the organization of soil-conservation 
districts in every State in the Union, and 
in some instances in every county in the 
State. 

Now it so happened, largely as a mat
ter of coinci-dence, that the authoriza-

tion of the Kansas River water-control 
survey and the development of the Soil 
Conservation Service came about in the 
same period of time when, through the 
.development of the internal-combustion 
engine, there was being invented ma
chinery which would greatly accelerate 
the execution of the program which 
these two separate organizations were to 
undertake and promote. The necessity 
to furnish employment on the part of 
the Government, the need of water con
trol and soil conservation as advocated 
by the Corps of Engineers and the ex
tension agents, coupled with the fact 
that there was being developed machin
ery making it possible and practicable 
to put into execution the plans advo
cated by these governmental agencies, 
.aroused the American people to the fact 
that control of water and saving of the 
soil was the greatest problem before the 
Nation. The truth of the matter is that 
.control of water has always been man
kind's greatest problem, but it has never 
been as seriously considered as its im
portance justified because, up to our own 
time, it had never been physically pos
sible to do very much about it. Had it 
been possible for the people of Babylon 
and Egypt to have terraced their land 
and built detention reservoirs as it is 
now possible for the farmers of America 
to save our soil and control the move
ment of water, the estuaries of the 
Tigris, the Euphrates, and the Nile 
would not now be the graveyard of those 
ancient civilizations. 

We of the United States are the most 
fortunate people that ever the sun shone 
on. We have not only inherited the 
greatest area of undeveloped, unwasted, 
fertile land along with mineral wealth 
and good climatic conditions, we are the 
heirs to science, invention, and discovery 
of all the ages. The results of the think
ing, the labor, the experience of all the 
men and nations that went before are 
ready at our hand as tools to be used 
in the development of this great land 
and Nation. It is · a heritage of which 
we may well be proud, an opportunity 
which we must embrace, a responsibility 
at which we might well tremble. It is 
literally true that all that we are, an 
that we have, and all that we hope to 
be-with apologies to Daniel Webster
we owe to the men and nations who have 
gone before. It is, therefore, our duty to 
preserve all those things that are valu
able and to transmit them, undimin
ished and untarnished, to those who 
shall come after. . In this regard the 
Congress must take its full part and 
share its full responsibility. In fact, 
Congress should be in the van of human 
progress. It should lead-not follow. 
And in the last 20 years, Congress had 
led in the all-important matter of sav
ing our soil. Congress has furnished 
the leadership. It has led the States 
in furnishing assistance and cooperation 
to farmers to encourage construction 
of terraces, waterways, and water-con
trol reservoirs. It has led in providing 
for pilot watershed development. Those 
Members who were in the House and 
Senate when the Soil Conservation Act 
was passed in 1936, may well be proud of 
the foresight and wisdom they exhibited 
on that occasion. 
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Those who were here when the pilot 

watersheds were p1·ovided for can have 
great satisfaction in the knowledge that 
that program is demonstrating the feasi
bility of water control from the raindrop 
to the river channel; and we of the 83d 
Congress, who have had a part in the 
passage of the water-control law en
acted in this session, making possible the 
full development of water-control meas
ures in every area of the United States, 
can have the supreme satisfaction of 
knowing that we are contributing to the 
well-being, not only of this generation, 
but of all the people that may come 
after us. The enactment of the Hope
Aiken law so recently passed by both 
Houses of Congress and signed by the 
President, is the culmination of the labor 
and the thinking of every Congress, and 
the combined efforts of the leaders in the 
Department of Agriculture and the land
grant colleges during the last 20 years. 
It is not complete, it is not perfect, but it 
does make possible the carrying forward 
of the work it is designed to promote. It 
can be changed as time and experience 
may show the need and from time to 
time it will be so changed. The people 
are back of this law, and the people will 
see to it that it is safeguarded and im
proved. Such is the enthusiasm of the 
people that, whereas heretofore Con
gress has been in the lead, from here on 
it may be found difficult for Congress to 
keep apace of the people. . 

If any_ Member questions this, I invite 
him to attend the great pilot watershed 
demonstration to be held at Powhattan, 
Kans., August 18. The farmers and the 
landowners of the Little Delaware
Mission Creek pilot watershect will, · at 
this demonstration, show to all the world 
how it is now possible to control excess 
water from the raindrop to the river and 
on to the sea.by slowing do-wn its flow on 
the land where it falls, in tpe ravine that 
it enters, and in the creeks and tribu
taries that lead to the river chJtnnel, as 
advocated by President Eisenhower in a 
1·ecent speech before the Rivers and 
Harbors Convention. They have adopt
-ed the thesis that it is easim{ to con
trol a number of small stre'ams than ~me 
large one. They are convinced that it is 
better to prevent floods than to try to 
control them. They have figures to 
prove that this upstream control system 
is more economical, does less damage, 
and is more beneficial than construction 
of big dams on the river. channel. What 
more can anyone want? All believers 
are invited to come out and celebrate. 
All doubters are invited to come and be 
convinced. - I am authorized to' extend a 
special invitation to all Members of Con
gress and an extra special invitation to 
members of the Corps of Engineers. 
Come to Kansas. We produce corn and 
wheat and hogs and cattle, and occasion
ally a President, but we specialize in com
mon people, and our watchword is 
progress. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the RECORD, or tore
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. MoRANO and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. LoNG. 

Mr. BLATNIK and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. NATCHER and include an editorial. 
Mr. WILSON of California in two in

stances. 
Mr. ADAIR and to include additional 

matter. 
Mr. Bow in two instances. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
· the following titles: 

S . 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 
- S. 1611. An act to regulate the election 

· of delegates representing the District of 
Columbia to national political conventions 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S . 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to alley 
dwellings in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

i:hgl~ <at 3 o'Clock and 29 minutes p. mJ 
the House adjourned until tomorrow 
Wednesday, August 11.' , 1954, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

1815. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service·, Depart

-ment of J·ustice, transmitting additional 
·evidence relating to certain cases involv-

. ing suspension of deportation, and re
questing that they be withdrawn from 
those now before the Congress and re
turned to the jurisdiction of this Service 
was taken from the Speaker's table and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMIT'TEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
· committees were delivered to the Clerk 
· for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on Un-American 
Activities. Part II, minority views on H. R. 
9838, a bill to amend the Subversive Activi
ties Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 2651). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the Sta-te of the Union. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 10077. A bill to amend section 6 of the 
act of August 30, 1890, as amended, and 
section 2 of the act of February 2, 1903, as 
amended; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2653) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. H. R. 9120. A bill 
to authorize the Postmaster General to pro
vide for the use in first- and second-class 
post offices of a special canceling stamp or 
postmarking die bearing the words "Pray 

for peace"; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2654) . . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H. R. 1021,1. A bill for the relief of the 

South Dakota State Hospital for the Insane; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 
H. R. 10212. "A bill to provide that the 

United States shall reimburse the States and 
their political subdivisions for real prop
erty taxes not collected on r~al property 
owned by a foreign government and there
fore exempt from taxation; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MACK of Illinois: 
H. R. 10213. A bill to provide for the relief 

of droughts in the United States; to the 
Committee .on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr .. RAINS: 
H. R. 10214. A bill to provide benefits for 

members of the reserve components of the 
Armed Forces who suffer disability or death 
from injury or disease incurred while en
gaged in active-duty or inactive-duty train
ing; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 
H. R. 10215. A bill to provide for the ac

quisition by the Secretary of the Air Force 
of the public school located adjacent to the 
northwest corner boundary of Bergstrom Air 
Force Base at Austin, Tex.; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PILLION: · > 
H. J. Res. 583. Joint resol11tion· to provide 

for the award of the Medal of Freedom to 
Herbert Hoover, Jr.; -to the Committe.e on 
Foreign Affairs. ·· 

PRIV A,T.Ij! BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H. R. 10216. A bill for the relief of Eric L. 

Reid; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FALLON: · 

H. R. 10217. A bill for the relief of Nicolai 
_Dimitriu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota: 
H. R. 10218. A bill for the relief of certain 

Spanish aliens; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MACK of Tilinois: 
H. R . 10219. A bill to authorize and dir-.ect 

the Secretary of the Army to donate 10 rifles 
to the Clark County Post No. 90 of the 
American Legion, Marshall , Ill.; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MORGAN: 
H . R. 10220. A bill for the relief of Liduina 

Rossi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROONEY (by request): 

H .. R,. 10221. A. bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Theodora Bourlotos, nee Hangepetros; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 
H. R. 10222. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Vera O'Callaghan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
1138. Mr. MUMMA presented a petltion 

signed by Mr. and Mrs. John A. Killinger, 
of Harrisburg, Pa., and some 13 other mem
bers of that _ community, urging favorable ac
tion on H. R. 1227, which would prohibit 
the transportation in interstate commerce 
of advertisements of alcoholic beverages 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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EXTENSIONS 'OF REMARKS 

Analysis of the Tax Revision Bill 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. GLENN BEALL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 . 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, because 
of the great interest expressed by the 
people of Maryland in the tax-revision 
bill, I have prepared a digest of its pro
visions which are of specific benefit to 
the small taxpayers-individuals, small 
business, and farmers. 

The revision of our entire Internal 
Revenue Code for the first time in 75 
years_ was a mammoth undertaking, and 
the members . of the committees who 
worked on that bill are deserving of the 
highest praise. Even if no other bill had 
been acted on by the 83d Congress, I 
believe it could truthfully be said that 
this wa:> a successful Congress. 

Under the provisions of House bill 
8300, individuals will save a total of 
$827 million; and every citizen will bene
fit in some way from the revision of the 
tax law. . · 

It is estimated that under the tax 
changes the following number of people 
will benefit: From .medical deductions, 
8.5 million people; from lower tax on 
dividends, 7 million people;'from working 
mothers' relief, 2.1 million people; from 
tax cut in retirement, 1.8 million people; 
from changes on installments, 1.6 mil
lion people; from the new dependent 
rule, 1.3 million people; from change on 
annuities, 800,000 people; from the soil
conservation rule, 500,000 people; from 
easier depreciation, 9.6 million people
plus 600,000 corporations. 

The Eisenhower administration is ful
filling its campaign pledge to "reduce 
Government spending and thereby per
mit lower taxation." 

Administration economies and cuts 
made by Congress in the appropriations 
made practicable the 10 percent income 
tax cut which went into effect on Janu
ary 1, 1954, with a saving to the public 
of $3 billion. 

In addition to that 10 percent income
tax reduction, a billion dollar excise-tax 
reduction was voted by Congress on April 
1, 1954. In general, excise taxes were cut 
back to 10 percent, although taxes on 
most household appliances were slashed 
to 5 percent. 

Eight hundred million dollars of the 
billion dollars voted in excise cuts will go 
to individuals-about $20 per house
hold-and $200 million to business con
cerns. All the tax cuts approved by the 
Eisenhower administration will put an 
additional $100 in the average taxpayer's 
pocket. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent to have the digest of the tax re
vision bill, H. R. 83oo: printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the digest 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DIGEST OF H. R. 8300, REVISING THE INTERNAL 

REVENUE CODE 

The revenue revision bill, H. R. 8300, which 
revises our entire Internal Revenue Code, 
contains literally hundreds of provisions · 
which will greatly alleviate the majority of . 
hardships and inequities imposed by our 
present tax laws on taxpayers having small 
incomes. 

Critics of the bill contend that it benefits 
only corporations and wealthy individuals · 
and that practically no relief is given to the 
small taxpayer. It should be recognized 
that although this legislation is not de
signed as a tax-reducing measure, the tax
payer's bill, when computed, will be smaller 
through more and increased deductions. A 
greater portion of the taxpayer's income -will 
be tax free. New rules have been designed 
to aid the taxpayer in working his tax costs 
down. 

GENERAL BENEFITS TO INDIVIDUALS 

The bill contains many provisions which 
are beneficial to individuals. Briefly, the 
more important changes from the stand
point of individuals are the new provisions 
concerning: 

1. Retirement (policemen, firemen, teach
ers, and others): For retired individuals 
65 years of age or over; or under 65, retired 
under some Federal, State, or local govern
ment pension plan other than military, 
there is provided a credit against tax liabil
ity equivalent to 'the tax at the first bracket 
rate amounting to 20 percent on the first 
$1,200 of annual investment income or pri- . 
vate pension. 

2. Children earning over $600: A parent is 
permitted to continue to claim a child as a 
dependent regardless of the child's earnings 
or investment income if he is under 19 years 
of age or away from home at school, as long 
as the parent, in fact, supplies more than 
one-half of the child's support; 

3. Foster children: Foster children and 
children in process of adoption may be 
claimed as dependents. 

4. Head of household: A taxpayer is per
mitted to head of household status and the 
partial income-splitting benefit if supporting 
a father or mother in a home of his or her 
own. 

5. Medical expenses: A tax allowance is 
given for medical expenses in excess of 3 per
cent of adjusted gross income instead of only 
those expenses in excess of 5 percent of this 
income. Outlays for drugs and medicines · 
may be included in medical expenses to the · 
extent they exceed · 1 percent of adjusted 
gross income. The transportation costs of 
a trip prescribed by a doctor may be de
ducted. However, the expense of meals and 
lodging incurred on such a trip may not be 
deducted. The present ceiling of $1,250 for 
a single· person, with a maximum of $5,000 
for a family, is doubled, allowing a ceiling of 
$2,500 for a single person with no dependents, 
and a maximum for a family of $10,000. 

6. Working mothers: A working mother 
may deduct child-care costs up to $600 minus 
any amount which the adjusted gross income 
of the taxpayer and her spouse exceeds $4,500. 
Thus, if a woman and her husband have an 
adjusted gross income of $4,700 the deduc
tion may not exceed $400 ($600-$4,700-$4,500 
$400). 

7. Working widows: A widow with one or 
more children under 12 years of age or handi
capped children can deduct up to $600 for 
costs of child care while working. This relief 
is also provided for a divorced person, or 
legally separated person or a woman whose 

husband is unable to work providing that the 
taxpayer works and has child care costs as 
defined. 

8. Death of spouse: A taxpayer suffering 
the loss of a spouse can continue for a period 
of 2 years the benefits of income-splitting 
if there are dependent children to support. 

9. The allowance of an exemption where 
several individuals support a depende:at: 
The bill provides that where a dependent is 
supported by two or more taxpayers they 
may agree among themselves on who will get 
the exemption. Under existing law, where 
an aged relative is supported by the joint 
contributions of a number of members of 
his family no one of them can claim the 
exemption. 

10. Annuity income: The bill grants relief 
by providing that annuities are to be taxed · 
under the life-expectancy method. Annual . 
exclusions will be determined by dividing .the 
total consideration paid for the annuity by 
the expected life of the annuitant. As a 
result, in the average case where the an
nuitant lives out his life expectancy he will 
completely recover his capital free of tax. 

12. Home owners: In the event a taxpayer 
purchases a home the title can be in the 
names of husband and wife without incur
ring liability under . the gift tax provisions. 

The taxpayer who sells his home can, in 
computing the basis of the property, reduce 
the sales price by any sales commissions 
paid, painting expense, and other expenses 
incurred in making the property salable. 

Another benefit to home owners is the pro
vision which grants to persons living in co-op 
housing developments a tax deduction for 
their share of the interest and taxes paid 
by the development. 

. 13. Personal injury and sickness: The bill 
provides for an exclusion of income up to 
$100 a week for payments for personal injury 
or sickness made under a plan financed by 
the employer where the payments are in lieu 
of wages. This exclusion will not apply to 
the first 7 days an employee is absent from 
work unless such absence is on account of 
personal injury or if the employee is hos
pitalized on account of sickness for 1 day 
during the period of absence. 

Benefits which reimburse the employee for 
expenses incurred for his own medical care 
and for the medical care of his spouse or his 
dependents will also be exempt. In addition. 
the bill makes it clear that certain payments 
for injury if made without regard to the 
employee's absence from work are to be ex
empt. These are payments for the perma
nent loss, or loss of use, of a member, or 
function, of the body or for permanent dis
figurement. These payments may be made 
with respect to the taxpayers, his spouse, or 
his dependents. 

14. Alimony: Under this measure pay
ments of alimony or separate maintenance 
constitute a tax deduction to the husband 
and makes the wife taxable on any payments 
made under a written separation agreement 
even without a court decree where the hus
band and wife file separate returns. Pay
ments to a wife under a court decree entered 
into after March 1, 1954, will be treated in 
the same way as alimony payments. 

15. Inventors: More liberal treatment of 
income is provided for inventors. 

16. Ministers of the Gospel: The cash paid 
to a minister by a church for the rental of a 
parsonage will be tax free. 

17. Policemen: Generally subsistence al
lowance paid to Federal, State, or local po
licemen will be tax-free up to $5 per day. 

18. Contributions: The amount deducti
ble for cont"ributions is increased from 20 
to 30 percent, providing the additional 10 
percent goes to churches, schools, and hos
pitals. 
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19. Installment purchases: A taxpayer can 

deduct the carrying charges on installment 
purchases up to 6 percent of the average 
unpaid balance even when such charges do 
not show the portion which is interest. 

20. Employees and outside salesmen: 
Business transportation expenses such as bus, 
taxi, and other fares may be deducted by 
employees and outside salesmen in com
puting adjusted gross income even where 
out-of-town travel is not involved. The cost 
of automobile operation such as oil, gasoline, 
maintenance, and depreciation can be de
ducted to the extent such expenses are actu
ally incurred in business. Such expenses 
can be deducted and the taxpayer will still 
be able to take the 10-percent standard 
deduction. 

21. Death benefits: The law has been lib
eralized by extending the $5,000 exemption to 
death benefits paid without a contract and 
to distributions from qualified profit-sharing, 
stock bonus, pension, or employee annuity 
plans even though the deceased had a non
forfeitable right to the money while living. 

22. Writers and artists: The bill provides 
that income from a 2-year project can be 
averaged over the years required for the job. 

23. Insurance: A life insurance policy 
made payable to the wife or child of a tax
payer will not be included in the taxpayer's 
taxable estate if the taxpayer irrevocably 
assigned the policy to his wife or child. 

24. Shareholders: An exclusion is provided 
for the first $50 of dividend income received 
by an individual in any taxable year ending 
after July 31, 1954. Taxpayers with dividend 
income remaining after this exclusion will 
be permitted to deduct from their final tax 
a credit of 4 percent of such dividends re
ceived after August 1, 1954. 

25. Subdivided land: Taxpayers who are 
not regular dealers in real estate subdivide 
land in order to make it more saleable will 
receive more liberal treatment. Such tax
payers will be allowed capital gains treat
ment on most of their profits providing the 
property is held for longer than 5 years and 
that no improvements substantially enhanc
ing the property have been made. 

In addition to the many tax benefits avail
able under this bill to small-tax payers, the 
following provisions are of particular benefit 
to small businesses: 

26. Accelerated depreciation: The bill con
tinues all depreciation allowable under pres
ent law, and in addition grants taxpayers 
the right, at their option, to use the dimin
ishing-balance method of depreciation at 
double the rate available under the straight
line method, or to use any other systematic 
method which does not give greater aggregate 
charges than those available under the de
clining-balance method. This provision ap
plies to au types of tangible depreciable 
assets, including !arm equipment, machinery, 
and buildings, rental housing, and indus
trial and commercial buildings, as well as 
machinery. and equipment. This provision 
will particularly help farmers in financing 
their machinery. 

27. Business debts: Bad debts of a business 
nature can be taken as an ordinary business 
loss even if they become bad after the tax
payer is out of business. 

28. Research and development expenses: 
Provision provides specifically that a busi
ness can either write off research and experi
mental costs in the year in which incurred 
or elect to treat them as deferred expenses to 
be written off over a period of 5 years or 
more. 

29. Accumulation of earnings: Section 102 
provides that the first $30,000 of accumulated 
earnings will not be counted in determining 
whether there has been an unreasonable ac
cumulation. These provisions have been 
liberalized to provide greater protection for 
the taxpayer. 

30. Corporate reorganizations: The t ax law 
is amended to permit tax-free rearrange
ments of stockholders ' interests in corpora-

tions, so long as no corporate earnings are 
withdrawn. 

31. Loss carryback: The carryback provi
sion is extended to 2 years. The 5-year carry
forward provision has been continued. 

32. Percentage depletion: The allowance 
for percentage depletion has been liberalized 
and a number of new nonmetallic minerals 
have been added to the 15 percent group. 
The strategic and critical minerals, if pro
duced in the United States, h ave been in
creased to 23 percent. Other changes have 
been made in the groups now allowed 5 and 
10 percent. 

34. Partners and partnerships: The measure 
liberalizes and clarifies the law with respect 
to partners and partnerships. Payments by 
the firm of a guaranteed salary to a partner 
are taxable to him and deductible to the 
firm. The transfer of property to a partner 
from the firm usually will be tax free. Also 
certain partnerships may elect to be taxed 
as a corporation. 

35. Sole proprietors: An individual who 
owns his own business as a sole proprietor 
may elect under certain conditions to be 
taxed as a corporation. 

36. Prepaid income: The measure liber
alizes the provisions relating to prepaid in
come by allowing a taxpayer to report such 
income as earned and to take expenses as 
incurred. This will result in less bookkeep
ing work for the taxpayer. 

37. Business losses: The measure liberal
izes the provisions relating to business losses 
by allowing such losses to be offset against 
profits of 2 prior years. Such losses may con
tinue to be offset against 5 future years. 

38. Losses from theft: Such losses may 
now be deducted in the year of discovery 
rather than in the year of theft. 

39. Investment firms: Regulated invest
ment companies will be permitted to invest 
in a greater amount of the stock of new and 
speculative development companies without 
loss of its special tax treatment. 

40. Accounting definitions: Tax account
ing is brought more nearly in line with 
accepted business accounting by allowing 
prepaid income to be taxed as it is earned 
rather than as it is received, and by allowing 
reserves to be established for known future 
expenses. 

41. Administrative provisions: Parts of 
the law covering assessments, collections, 
interest and penalties, the statute of limita
tions, and other administrative provisions 
have been simplified and brought together 
in one place. 

42. Returns and declarations of estimated 
tax: The bill provides a new set of require
ments for the filing of declarations of esti
mated tax which will be beneficial to all tax
payers and will relieve a substantial number 
of individuals of the burden in preparing 
these returns. Moreover, the bill provides a 
uniform additional charge of 6 percent for 
unpaid installments of estimated tax and 
eliminates many of the penalty provisions. 

In addition to the many tax benefits avail
able under this measure to farmers as indi
viduals, the following provisions are of spe
cific benefit to them as a group: 

43. Accelerated depreciation: The bill con
tinues all depreciation allowable under pres
ent law, and in addition grants taxpayers 
the right, at their option, to use the dimin
ishing-balance method of depreciation at 
double the rate available under the straight
line method, or to use any other systematic 
method which does not give greater aggre
gate charges than those available under the 
declining-balance method. This provision 
applies to all types of tangible depreciable 
assets, including farm equipment, ma
chinery and buildings, rental housing, and 
industrial and commercial buildings, as well 
as machinery and equipment. This provi
sion will particularly help farmers in financ
ing their machinery. 

44. Soil and water conservation expendi
tures: This provision is an extremely impor-

tant feature of the bill and will be of direct 
benefit to about 500,000 farmers and of indi• 
rect benefit to au by fostering sound con
servation practices. The bill will allow farm
ers to deduct expenditures for soil and water· 
conservation, including those for leveling, 
grading, terracing, drainage, contour fur
rowing, eradication of brush, planting of 
windbreaks, and other expenses for treat
ment or moving of earth. The bill makes it 
clear that the provision applies to earthen 
dams not subject to depreciation and to the 
construction as well as the control and pro
tection of water courses, outlets, and ponds. 

The provision is also applicable for ex
penditures by farmers to satisfy special as
sessments of soil or water conservation dis
tricts. The annual deduction is limited to 
25 percent of farm income, but amounts in 
excess of this limit may be carried forward 
to be deducted in subsequent years. 

45. Declarations of estimated tax: The bill 
extends to farmers an extension of time for 
filing final returns to February 15. In addi
tion the bill treats oyster farming as "farm
ing" for purposes of the estimated tax. 

46. Children earning over $600: This pro
vision allows a taxpayer to claim the de
pendency exemption for children they sup
port who are under 19 years of age or away 
from home attending school or college even 
though the children's earnings are in excess 
of $600 as long as he is in fact still supported 
by the parent (more than one-half of the 
support). 

47. Accounting provisions: Under present 
law, there are numerous divergencies be
tween the computation of income for tax 
purposes and the computation of income for 
business purposes, even though the business 
follows generally accepted accounting prin
ciples. The points of difference between 
business accounting and tax accounting are 
confined chiefly to questions of whether cer· 
tain types of receipts and expenses should be 
taken into account in arriving at taxable in
come. Frequently picayune in nature, these 
differences are a constant source of irrita
tion and hardship to business. The bill will 
bring tax accounting into closer harmony 
with sound business accounting. Under 
these provisions a farmer may use a hybrid 
type of accounting which may be more 
adaptable to the way he keeps his books. 

Mr. Chelf Indulges in a Fine Old Art 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to pay 
my respects to my colleague, FRANK 
CHELF, who so ably represents the 
Fourth Congressional District of Ken
tucky. He is loved, admired and re
spected by his constituents who have 
again paid tribute to his statesmanship, 
character and high ideals by reelecting 
him without primary or November oppo
sition. He is a gentleman of unshak
able poise, rapierlike wit and polished 
diplomacy who ·believes that a real rep
resentative of the people is not one who 
changes principles with· every shift of 
the wind, but rather one who, while in · 
close communication with his constitu
ents, translates into practical form their 
opinions and wishes as revealed to his 
mature judgment and enlightened con-
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science. A true leader possessing to a 
remarkably high degree the great out
standing qualities of wisdom, of modera
tion, of justice and of patience. One 
who believes in fair play and is ready and 
willing to fight to maintain decency and 
honor in politics. 

Believing as he does that no man 
should be deprived of his life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law and 
the right to his day in court, my friend, 
FRANK CHELF, has only recently protested 
the ouster of Raymond Stigall as post
master at Danville, Ky. Mr. Stigall is 
known. throughout the Fourth Congres
sional District as a conscientious, loyal, 
energetic, honest, capable public ser
vant. As pointed out ·by Congressman 
CHELF to Postmaster General Summer
field, this is simply a case of a Democrat 
holding a position that the Republicans 
want, and regardless of method, Mr. 
Stigall must be ousted to make room for 
a member of the Postmaster General's 
party. The fact that Mr. Stigall is a dis
abled veteran, an honest capable public 
servant, plays no part apparently with 
the Postmaster General. To me, Mr. 
Speaker, this particular case is a se
rious blow to the thousands of decent 
career employees who have devoted 
their lives to our service, and naturally, 
Mr. Stigall will appeal his dismissal no
tice to the regional office of the Civil 
Service Commission at Cincinnati. I 
predict, Mr. Speaker, that before Mr. 
Summerfield finishes with this particular 
case he will understand full well why the 
people of the Fourth Congressional Dis
trict of Kentucky believe in FRANK CHELF. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include herewith an editorial entitled 
"Mr. CHELF Indulges in a Fine Old Art," 
which appeared in the August 7, 1954, 
issue of the Courier-Journal, of Louis
ville, Ky. 

The editorial is as follows: 
MR. CHELF INDULGES IN A FINE OLD ART 

As fanciers of the form-fitting simile-
as tight, let's say, as a zipper-we are caught 
in admiration and envy by Representative 
FRANK CHELF's virtuosity at manipulating 
that, alas, too-often overlooked figure of 
speech. 

This accomplishment of Kentucky's 
Fourth District statesman shows up in a 
letter to Postmaster General Summerfield, 
protesting dismissal of the postmaster at 
Danville. You can just put it down that 
our FRANK is as sharp as Shakespeare, as full 
of comparisons as a hive is of honey, as fast 
as a jet plane. 

The department's excuses for giving the 
Dan ville man the air, writes Mr. CHELF, are 
"as phony as a $3 bill and as flimsy as a 
dickey bird's power dive." This, in case you 
missed the Kentucky Member's full out
pourings, is just the beginning. Mr. CHELF 
has a million. The charges "have about as 
much weight as the glue on a second-hand 
stamp and about as much real truth as the 
wool in a chicken's tail." 

But why go on? Why knock ourselves and 
you out by the fascination that lies in such 
poetic artistry as to say of the charges that 
"they are as fantastic as pink elephants do
ing a strip-tease dance on the northwest 
side of a plugged dime"? 

Out of it all we gather that Mr. CHELF is · 
as hot as a firecracker, as mad as a hornet, 
as unlimited in his fury as cosmic space. 
He is also as Democratic as Andrew Jackson 
and he doesn't care whether Mr. Summer
field is as Republican as Lincoln, he'll get 
him told. It's as refreshing as CHELF. 

America's Challenge Today 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON.GEORGES.LONG 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, the story is 
told of a village moron who, proceeding 
to his home one dark night, ran into a 
tree standing by itself in the middle of 
a broad pasture. Desperately he circled 
the tree-'round and 'round-becoming 
more distraught and panicky with each 
step. When, at last, a rescuer appeared 
and asked what was the matter, the poor 
fellow replied, "Can't you see. I'm lost 
in an impenetrable forest." 

In times such as these in which we are 
living, there are, I believe, two clear les
sons for us in this story. One of them is 
that we are sometimes prone to circle 
round and round an issue for so long 
that we lose sight of the realities and 
grow fearful. The other is the distor
tion which fear produces. 

Underlying all of the issues which we 
have faced in our time has been the old 
struggle between fear and anxiety on the 
one hand; and faith and courage on the 
other. We have been greatly concerned 
with the threat of the international 
Co:nmunist conspiracy. We have been 
concerned, and appropriately so, with 
building a strong and adequate defense; 
with the development of weapons of 
great destructive force and long-range 
striking power; with questions of mili
tary and diplomatic strategy. But how 
often, I wonder, have we really under
stood that basically, the contest of today 
is one between one camp representing 
organized fear of other men, and the 
other representing organized faith in 
mankind. How often have we recog
nized that one of our best weapons 
against communism is genuine evidence 
fhat we recognize the worth of every man 
and woman and the right .\lf every indi
vidual to seek his own best way of life? 

Do we, on the other hand, genuinely 
understand that the technique of com
munism is to organize fear and mistrust 
among people to the point where all pow
er is surrendered to the police state? 
This point is clearly demonstrated in the 
literature of international communism. 
Stalin wrote plainly: 

The state is a machine in the hands of the 
ruling class for suppressing the resistance of 
its class enemies. 

In this diabolical view the most out
rageous crimes against human person
ality are justified because, to use his 
words again, "solidarity and the internal 
unity of the party" cannot afford "to be 
too liberal or to permit freedom of fac
tions." Earlier Karl Marx had written: 

The democratic concept of man is false 
because it is Christian. • • • This is the 
illusion, dream and postulate of Christianity, 
that man has a sovereign soul. 

Now contrast, if you will, these cynical 
and suspicious statements with the words 
of Thomas Jefferson who, perhaps better 
than anyone else, has expressed the 
spirit of the founders of our way of life. 

Engraved · upon his tombstone, at his 
own request, are the words: "Author of 
the statute of Virginia for religious free
dom." Among the passages of this law 
are such notable statements as these: 

That Almighty God hath created the mind 
free, and manifested His supreme will that 
free it shall remain, by making it altogether 
insusceptible of restraint; that all attempts 
to influence it by temporal punishments, 
burthens, or by civil incapacitations, tend 
only to beget habits of hypocrisy and mean
ness • • • and, finally, that truth is great 
and will prevail. 

Our first obligation, then, · is to look 
squarely at the problems of our times 
with a full understanding that the threat 
of international communism is based on 
propagandized suspicion and organized 
fear. And to remember that this is an 
old trick. It was not new when the 
anger of hungry Romans was diverted 
from the monopolists of their time who 
were stealing the Egyptian corn, to the 
small band of men with Peter and Clem
ent in the catacombs, scrawling their 
professions of faith on the rocks that 
underlay the Seven Hills. We all know 
the incalculable cost to mankind, in the 
thousands of years of history, of hate 
and despair. But we believe, too, that 
always, at some point, they must run 
headlong into the good sense and good 
heart of the common man. 

One of those moments in the history 
of mankind took place in 1776 and the 
stirring years which immediately fol
lowed. The good sense and good heart 
of those patriots of our early years took 
the form of a liberal land policy which 
saw the vast continental domain as land 
to be shared by all people, rather than 
by the privileged few. Through the bar
rier of mountain and wilderness they 
expressed their faith in the future of our 
country by the development of pikes like 
the Cumberland Road or canals like the 
Erie-the forerunners of our great high
ways of today. Their belief in public 
education was reflected as early as 1785 
when, with the passage of the land ordi
nance of that year-pertaining to lands 
in the Western Territory-the idea of 
land-grant colleges was born. These 
are just a few of the testaments of faith 
in mankind which have come down to 
us from our forefathers. They are a 
measure of the trust we hold for them 
and for the future of our country. 

Their example has served us well in 
more than one dark hour in the history 
of our country. For the drama of our 
story is not all concerned with our suc
cesses. We have our villains, too. In 
every age and time one menace to free
dom has been concentration in a few 
hands of some kind of power-political 
power or economic power--over men's 
bodies, minds, or sou1s. Ever since the 
Civil War monopoly has constituted one 
of the most dangerous threats to our 
freedom. The monopolies and cartels of 
Germany gave Hitler his chance-on his 
promise to protect them, in their posi
tions of power, from the wrath of the 
people. Russian communism has com
bined economic monopoly with political 
monopoly. The golden thread that runs 
through the best traditions of our Na
tion is the struggle against monopoly, to 
realize the goal of "equal opportunity for 
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all, special privilege to none." Every · social security which now helps to pro· 
great political movement in American teet 4 out of every 5 workers-and their 
history has been based on that prin· wives and children-against the hazards 
ciple. of loss of wages caused by death or re· 

Indeed I am convinced that the special tirement. Four years ago, in the 1950 
genius of the democratic form of govern· amendments, this system was substan· 
ment lies in its ability to translate good tially strengthened over the original bill 
sense and a good heart into the every· when coverage was extended by some 10 
day realities of life. million jobs and the amount of benefits 

Let us look, for a moment, at another for persons who would retire in the fu· 
example of the fact that there are few ture was more than doubled. In 1952, 
of the problems which face us which the amount of the benefits was again in
cannot be solved by a little more de- creased, to meet further increases in the 
mocracy. On March 4, 1933, America cost of living. 
was without any national provisions to Again this year another long step in 
protect its aged or disabled citizens, or the direction of improving our social
its dependent children, against the un- security system will be made if the bill 
a voidable hazards of life in this modern already passed by the House becomes 
machine age. We were wtihout any law. For on June 1, 1954, by a vote of · 
means whereby the purchasing power of 355 to 8, the House passed and sent to 
these people could be maintained in the the Senate the 1954 amendments to the 
face of advancing age. We had no sys- Social Security Act. This House bill 
tern of unemployment insurance. would extend old-age and survivors in-

I am happy to have been one of the surance coverage to about 9 million ad
first men who stumped the entire United ditional workers, and increase monthly 
States for old-age pensions and for in· retirement benefits by an average of 
surance against such economic hazards around $6 per month. Minimum 
long before there was ever a law on the monthly benefits would be raised from 
statute books of any State or of the Fed- $25 to $30 and maximum benefits for 
eral Government. I believed then, as those now on the rolls would increase 
I believe now, that Americans were en- from $85 to $98.50. Among the groups 
titled to such pensions with no ques- newly covered by the system would be 
tions asked-not because they were ill, self-employed farmers, most employees 
or because they were crippled, or because of State and local governments, hired 
they were in dire need, but because they farmworkers and household workers, 
had been good citizens and had con- ministers, and certain professional men 
tributed to the program by paying their and women. 
taxes during their working life. I re- Now that it is working, it has become 
member, too, how some people laughed clear that it is good democracy and good 
at the idea at the time. I remember how Government to continue and expand a 
others did not laugh, but denounced it system by which the workers of this 
bitterly as "socialistic," or as a means of country can make tax contributions dur· 
encouraging laziness and irresponsibility. ing their working life to a social security 

I hope you will permit me, then, a mo. system which will, then, entitle them to 
ment of pride as I read the statements a monthly check !or the rest of their life 
now being made about our social-security with no questions asked. In simple 
system-and not infrequently by those terms, it is just a way of laying aside 
interests which originally opposed it for something for a rainy day that will be 
the reasons which I have just suggested. available when needed. 
It is still incomplete and inadequate in Simultaneously in 1935, the Social Se
many respects, but this great legislation cu;rity Act established public assistance 
now stands for a principle which is ac- programs to assist the least fortunate Qf 
cepted on all sides as an integral part of our people who could not qualify for ade· 
American life. Reporting the bill con· quate old-age and survivors insurance 
taining the 1954 amendments to the benefits-those persons who have been 
House of Representatives this spring, the unable to provide for themselves and are 
Committee on Ways and Means of the now aged, or blind, or disabled, widowed, 
Bouse of Representatives, in discussing or fatherless. Realizing that our chil
the desirability of extending the cover- dren are this Nation's greatest resource, 
age of the system, used the following we also established a national policy of 
words of endorsement: aiding states and localities through the 

Extending coverage to these and other Children's Bureau and other agencies, to 
groups now outside the system [means insure needed maternity and child health 
that) • • • not only more of the aged but services. 
also more of the young Widows and chil- In Louisiana today, more than 70 per-
dren will be receiving benefits without a d th 
means test. Accordingly, these old-age and cent of all people 65 at;l over are on e 
survivors insurance beneficiaries are able to old-age assistance system. As the in
maintain a sense of their own continued in- surance system is broadened to cover 
dependence and of their dignity and worth more people, and as benefits paid become 
as individuals, even . though their support more adequate, the number of people 
from earnings have been cut off by the re- subject to these "means test" pensions 
tirement and death of the insured worker. will decrease. The sooner we can elim
The knowledge that benefits Will be paid ir- t t t t" · · 1 'th 
respective of whether the individual is in · ina e he "means es pnnmp e-w1 
need supports and stimulates his own thrift its endless questions regarding personal 
and initiative, since he can add his pe;rsonal affairs, the better. 
savings (including home ownership and in- Already the effect of the 1950 amend
surance) as wen as pensions he may receive ments in this direction can be demon
as a result of his work, to the basic old-age strated in Louisiana. For example, 
and survivors insurance benefits. within a 2-year period between Decem· 

Within the last 20 years, then, your ber 1951 and December 1953 the number 
Government has established a system of of people in my State receiving benefits 

increased from 52,100 to almost 70,000..:.. 
69,800, or by more than one-third. Dur
ing the' same period the total amount of 
money received in benefits in the State 
has increased from $19.3 million in 1951 
to $29.8 million for the year 1953. This 
means that social security benefits have 
increased income by around $11 million 
within a 2-year period. And bear in 
mind the fact that this is a self-financ
ing system, without recourse to any gen
eral revenues from State or Federal Gov
ernments. With the further coverage 
and the increased benefits provided by 
the 1954 amendments, this trend will 
continue and more and more people in 
Louisiana-and in the United States
will be able to face the economic prob
lems of declining years with the knowl
edge that they have established through 
their contributions an earned right to a 
regular monthly check when they retire. 

John J. Corson, the well-known man .. 
agement counselor, has said: 

The evolution from meager charity to gro
cery orders, to cash grants, to work-relief 
wages, and finally to social-insurace pay
ments marks social inventions of as great 
significance as Watt's steam engine, Fulton's 
seamboat, or Edison's electric light, because 
they progressively recognize the insecurity o! 
presently self-supporting people, while in
creasing understanding of the rights and 
freedom of the individual who must ask for 
help. * • • Thus, the purpose of relief
putting essential cash into the hands of per
sons who need it-was accomplished while 
also preserving the individual's self-respect. 

Our Social Security Act, therefore, 
stands as another benchmark of our 
ability to use the democratic process in 
adjusting to the irresistable trend of 
events. It was part of a great crusade 
which has as its goal the purpose of see
ing that every child born in this country 
shall be assured of conditions making it 

· fairly easy for him to live in a normal, 
wholesome atmosphere, with the oppor
tunity for an education to prepare him 
for the burdens and responsibilities of 
life. Your Government demonstrated 
its concern with protecting our river val· 
leys from waste and for preserving the 
wasting soil of our land. With the assist
ance of our Government the farmers of 
America have been encouraged to bring 
the boon of electricity into every farm 
home, lifting untold burdens from the 
backs of the farmers and their wives, 
and giving th~m the power with which 
to produce more of the good things of 
life. 

If, then, we are facing alarming prob· 
lems today, let us remember as well our 
amazing accomplishments. Shall we 
succumb to fear because we have pro
duced a single bomb which could wipe 
out a city? Or because we have learned 
to build aircraft by the tens of thou
sands in our factories? No one would 
deny the almost unbelievable advances 
of science. But deep down in our hearts 
we are all conscious of the fact that, un· 
less we leam how to use these scientific 
developments in line with our demo
cratic ideals, they may lead to our de. 
struction. We know that in overempha
sizing force, efficiency, and speed it may 
be possible to lose those human rights 
and freedoms which are essential to 
long-term survival. 
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It is my conviction that in finding the 

answers to these hard problems we shall 
be required to take account of another 
facet of our national life which has con
tributed richly to all of our gains. I 
speak of the spiritual gifts of Christi
anity. For our religion, with its empha
sis on the conviction that every indi
vidual is a child of God, has made the 
hunger and unhappiness of any man the 
great concern of the good Christian. 
The spread of education, the expansion 
of public services, the concern to secure 
an abundant life to all men are founded, 
basically, upon the contributions of the 
Christian philosophy to our economic life. 
That philosophy has fostered the kind of 
charity so well described by Maimonides 
when he wrote: 

Anticipate charity by preventing poverty; 
assist the · reduced fellowman either by a 
considerable gift, or a sum of money, or by 
teaching him a trade, or by putting him 
in the way of business, so that he may earn 
an honest livelihood, and not be forced to 
the dreadful alternative of holding out his 
hand for charity. This is the highest step 
and the summit of charity's golden ladder. 

We Americans have learned in our 
Sunday schools, in our homes, and in the 
thousands of churches dotted throughout 
the country not only the comfort which 
comes from an abiding faith in our 
Maker, but also the broad outlines of 
social and governmental institutions 
which a Christian should seek. We have 
learned that a Christian nation will es
tablish institutions based upon respect 
for the dignity and worth of every human 
being. We have learned from the prin
c:.ples of Christian brotherhood the im
portance of basic equality before the law 
and in other essential areas. Freedom 
of religion, which has been so vital a part 
of the Nation from the beginning, is 
based on the concept that each of us 
must allow freedom of expression of con
scientious beliefs and freedom for carry
ing out these beliefs. The social and 
governmental institutions based on 
Christian principles are those which have 
encouraged growth and development of 
the minds and spirits of our people. 

We have learned these same lessons 
in our schools. In his speech at Colum-· 
bia University, on May 31, 1954, Presi
dent Eisenhower restated the vital role 
of our educational institutions in pre
serving and strengthening our way of 
life. 

Through knowledge and understanding-

He said-
we will drive from the temple of freedom· 
all who seek to establish over us thought 
control-whether they be agents of a for
eign state or demagogs thirsty for personal 
power and public notice. 

Truth can make men free. And where 
men are free to plan their lives, to govern 
themselves, to know the truth, and to under
stand thelr fellow men, we believe there also 
is the will to live at peace. 

Here, then, in spite of A-bombs, H-bombs, 
all the cruel destructiveness of modern war; 
in spite of terror, subversion, propaganda, 
and bribery, we see the key to peace. That 
key is knowledge and understanding-and 
their constant use by men-everywhere. • • • 

If a university can find ways to share 
its perspective with every American, we shall 
never hear the hysterical clamor that all is 
lost when, in fact, the fight has just begun. 
We shall be steadfast in a manifold strength, 
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knowing that the pace of history-despite 
Marxist pushing-is slow and that both set
backs and victories of today will be truly 
measured by the state of the world a gen
eration hence. 

In our concern with the short-range 
successes of organized fear and suspi
cion, as they are represented today by 
international communism, let us be pro
foundly aware of the ability of our free 
institutions and our democratic way of 
life to win the hearts of men. There is 
always the danger that we may begin 
to doubt our beliefs or to believe our 
doubts. 

In this hour, as in other dark hours of 
our past, we must know that no overly 
simple or expedient solutions will work. 
No democracy can safely embark on a 
course of trying to put ideas in jail. On 
the other hand, those who advise that 
nothing need be done, fail to reckon 
with the clever tactics and the absolute 
discipline of communism. Cases of out
right treason must, of course, be dealt 
with under the law. A democracy's best 
defense lies in exposing all the facts thus 
enabling its own people to pass intelli
gent judgments. But if this method is 
to be effective, it must create in the pub
lic mind the clearest possible distinc
tion between Communists on the one 
hand, and all loyal citizens upon the 
other, however their views in some par
ticulars may differ from our own. 

In terms of winning the minds of men, 
it is perfectly clear to me that the most 
effective method for overcoming organ
ized fear is to find continued expression 
for our faith in humankind and the in
nate dignity of the individual. This is 
the great lesson of our past and it is the 
challenge for our future. Our message 
is one of hope, of courage, and of mag
nanimity. 

If I were to say what I believe to be 
the most important single need of the 
world today I would say it was this: 
for one people to give to all mankind a 
living proof and demonstration that 
they can, without loss of liberty, solve 
the economic problems of this power age, 
end poverty in the midst of plenty, and 
make the machine the servant of man 
and not his master. 

There must be born again in the hearts 
of all of us a dynamic faith in America
the sort of faith that has sent out mis
sionaries to work and perish in far-off 
lands. It must be a faith practical and 
realistic but with its sights fixed on the 
new kind of life we are beginning to 
build. It will draw on the conviction 
of a Jeremiah in his defiance of a coward 
king. It will draw on the example of 
men of great heart like Robert Rumboldt 
who, undaunted on the scaffold said: 

I could never believe that Providence had 
sent a few men into the world ready booted 
and spurred to ride, and millions ready 
saddled and bridled to be ridden. 

It will rest on the premise that we can 
have dignity and security for all our 
citizens if we have the will to do so and 
the courage to do so. We can have free
dom if we make the freedom of others 
our concern. We can move forward to 
that better future we all want for our
selves and our grandchildren if we learn 
a little more each day how to share the 
God-given rights of liberty and abund-

ance. We cannot retreat from the 
knowledge that we are a tremendous 
force in the world today. Nor can we 
fail to meet the challenge of destiny 
which has cast for us the role of a for
midable fortress on the frontier of free
dom, struggling to realize the hope of 
mankind. 

Republican Party Betrays Labor 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most cynical political betrayals ever 
perpetrated is found in the Republican 
Party's unprincipled repudiation of its 
1952 campaign pledges made to the 
American Labor movement. It will be 
recalled that during the last campaign 
Mr. Eisenhower and his party made sev
eral specific pledges to labor-they 
promised to repeal the worst provisions 
of the Taft-Hartley law and gave their 
word that they would go forward on such 
things as social security, unemployment 
compensation, and minimum wages. 

Many good honest hardworking voters 
were deceived by this GOP doubletalk
they took these GOP promises at their 
face value and voted for the Eisenhower 
ticket. When the GOP took over the 
White House and control of Congress, 
these misled voters got a rude awaken
ing. They found that the Eisenhower 
promises to labor were not meant to be 
taken seriously-that they were made 
for vote-getting purposes only, and that 
after election they were conveniently 
forgotten. 

However, the time for an accounting 
is approaching. As Abraham Lincoln 
once said: "You can fool all the people 
some of the time and some of the people 
all the time, but you cannot fool all the 
people all the time." Now that another 
national election is approaching this is. 
an especially appropriate moment to: 
carefully examine the Republican rna-_ 
jority's record on labor legislation, and 
evaluate this record in the light of the 
1952 campaign promises. The people 
who relied on these promises when they 
cast their vote for the GOP in November 
-1952 have a right to ·know whether they 
got their money's worth. 

BETRAYAL ON TAFT-HARTLEY AMENDMENTS 

The most glaring example of the ad
ministration's betrayal of labor is found 
in the GOP repudiation of Eisenhower's 
campaign promise to relax some of the 
many antilabor features of the Taft
Hartley law. In 1952 Mr. Eisenhower 
appeared before the national convention 
of the American Federation of Labor 
and stated: 

I know the· law (1. e .. the Taft-Hartley Act) 
might be used to break unions. That must 
be changed. America wants no law licens
ing union-busting. And neither do I. 

So spoke the Chief Executive before 
election. And after his election Eisen
hower kept up his "I am a friend of 
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labor" pretense for a few months. He 
appointed AFL leader Martin Durkin as 
Secretary of Labor and authorized Dur
kin to draw up a series of proposed 
amendments to make the Taft-Hartley 
Act less harsh on labor. Assuming that 
his superior was acting in good faith, 
Mr. Durkin appointed a 15-man commit
tee to work up a set of proposed changes 
in the Taft-Hartley law. These 
amendments--which represented very 
reasonable and mild reforms of the Taft
Hartley Act-were prepared in due 
course. 

Then came the sellout-President 
Eisenhower turned his back on Mr. Dur
kin and repudiated the proposed modi
fications. This "knife in the back" to 

. himself and the labor movement gave 
Mr. Durkin no honorable choice but to 
I'esign as Secretary of Labor. This he 
did. 

Since the Durkin resignation last Sep
tember, the administration and the GOP 
majority have more and more been 
showing their true antilabor bias. The 
best evidence of this change of face is 
found in the administration's bill (S. 
2650) which contained amendments to 
the Taft-Hartley law and which was 
brought to the Benate floor last spring 
with the blessings of the White House. 
This measure would have made the Taft
Hartley · law still more antilabor-its 
overall effect would have been to place 
still more restrictions on labor's right 
to organize, to bargain collectively, and 
to strike. Fortunately, the Senate on 
May 7 voted down this super Taft-Hart
ley law. 

OTHER UNION-BUSTING MOVES 

There are plenty of examples over and 
above the Taft-Hartley issue to show the 
administration's change of position on 
labor-and showing that the change was 
always for the worse. For instance, 
Eisenhower has adopted as a plank in 
his labor program the Goldwater States 
rights amendment-a proposal to legal
ize and encourage passage of State laws 
to outlaw picketing and labor strikes. 
By way of background it is interesting 
to note that this States rights amend
ment follows word for word a recent 
resolution adopted by the National As
sociation of Manufacturers which read: 

That nothing in the Labor-Management 
Relations Act (Taft-Hartley) shall be con
strued to nullify the power of any State to 
regulate strikes and picketing within. its 
borders. 

Another union-busting proposal which 
has been advanced by the administra
tion is the Brownell bill-proposed by 
Attorney General Brownell-which pro
vides that the Federal Government 
should take over and dissolve any union 
or other organization which the Attor
ney General has reason to believe is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization. 
Since every labor organization is some
what suspect as being subversive in the 
eyes of big business representatives, the 
passage of the Brownell bill would place 
the labor movement at the tender mercy 
of bigots like Attorney General Brown
ell. Both the CIO and the A. F. of L. 
have risen up to denounce the un-Amer
ican Brownell proposals, and I am 
pleased to note that even the conserva-

tive Wall Street Journal has voiced its 
opposition. 

Although these administration-spon
sored proposals have not been passed, 
the Eisenhower administration has 
found ways and means of making the 
Taft-Hartley law much worse by admin
istrative action-revision by adminis
trative interpretation. During the last 
2 years the National Labor Relations 
Board has been packed with the agents 
of management, and so we find that in 
cases before the NLRB these big-business 
stooges always side with the employer 
against the worker. Thus the new 
NLRB, by means of reinterpretation and 
reexamination of prior decisions, has 
made the Taft-Hartley law still more 
antilabor in actual practice. 
REPUBLICANS IGNORE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM 

During the past 18 months many eco
nomic warning signs of recession have 
been appearing-our economy has been 
declining and economists have warned 
that we may be headed for economic 
trouble in the near future unless Con
gress acts in time. There are, for ex
ample, some 3.6 million unemployed 
right now and another 2 million workers 
are employed only part time. The rate 
of capital investment has slowed down, 
and inventories at the retail level are 
swollen. There have been cutbacks in 
the production of steel, automobiles, 
farm implements, and other hard goods. 
Consumer credit-which has been ex
panded to the enormous amount of 
$21.8 billions--is beginning to contract. 
These various economic trends spell 
recession unless they are halted and 
reversed by adoption of a sound and 
practical program to implement the 
Full Employment Act of 1946. 

Business depressions are not inevi
table-our political experiences show 
that recessions can be combated by ap
propriate Government action and that 
the way to prevent them is to maintain 
adequate purchasing power in the hands 
of the people. When consumer purchas
ing power begins to dry up, it can be 
restored by giving tax relief to the lower 
income groups, by promoting a high 
wage policy for labor, by giving full 
parity to the farmer, and by putting 
idle men to work by means of a public
works program. 

The administration and the control
ling majority in Congress have shown 
no real interest in establishing an ef
fective antirecession program. Instead 
of planning a sound program of public 
works, GOP leaders tells us that full 
employment is just around the corner, 
and that the millions of unemployed 
have nothing to worry about. At a time 
when credit restrictions should have 
been relaxed to encourage investment, 
the administration established a hard
money policy with higher interest rates 
which benefits only the money lenders. 
As to tax policy, the GOP has rail
roaded through Congress a new tax law 
which gives huge tax reductions to the 
wealthy taxpayers and corporations
who do not need it-but gives only token 
relief to the lower income groups who 
need it most. The Republican majority 
has turned thumbs down on labor
backed proposals to raise the minimum 

wage from 75 cents to $1.25 per hour. 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Benson 
has opposed full parity for the farmer
the official position of the administration 
is support for lower flexible supports. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, the Re
publicans at the White House and in 
Congress have followed a do-nothing 
negative policy regarding our economic 
problems. Instead of taking decisive ac
tion, they are telling us that there is 
really no recession developing today, but 
that we are only witnessing a mild down
ward adjustment. 

My conservative colleagues from the 
opposite side of the aisle have even re
fused to raise the amount of unemploy
ment compensation payable so as to bet
ter protect those workers who lose their 
jobs. The administration's unemploy
ment compensation bill which recently 
passed the House merely extends the 
present program to a few million more 
workers. It does nothing to increase the 
present inadequate level of unemploy
ment benefits payable, nor does it ex
tend the duration of the benefit period. 
To most unemployed workers the final 
passage of this administration bill will 
represent only an idle gesture. 
WE NEED A PROGRAM FOR FULL EMPLOYMENT 

Mr. Speaker, the present economic 
picture is not encouraging and swift ac
tion is needed to reverse the tide of re
cession and return our country to full 
employment. To meet the present un
employment situation and to prevent it 
from spreading, I propose the following 
seven-point program: 

First. Tax relief should be granted to 
the low- and middle-income groups by 
raising individual and dependency ex
emptions from the present $600 to 
$1,000, and by eliminating unnecessary 
excises. All proposals for a national 
sales tax should be rejected. 

Second. Congress should adopt a well
planned system of public works to pro
vide for more jobs, and also meet the 
Nation's needs for more schools, hos
pitals, public roads, recreation centers, 
housing, and so forth. 

Third. The minimum wage should be 
increased from the present 75 cents to 
$1.25 per hour, and the coverage of the 
wage-hour law should be extended to 
additional workers now unprotected. 

Fourth. The Taft-Hartley law should 
be repealed as a means of strengthening 
collective bargaining, and in this man
ner raise wage levels generally. 

Fifth. To prevent the present farm 
recession from turning into a wholesale 
depression, Congress should pass a farm 
program which establishes full parity on 
all farm crops. 

Sixth. Small business enterprise 
should be encouraged and protected by 
means of tax relief to small firms, the 
adoption of a liberal program of Gov
ernment credit to business, and the strict 
enforcement of the antitrust laws. 

Seventh. To protect all Americans 
from the economic insecurity of old age, 
sickness, and unemployment, Congress 
should expand and liberalize the social
security system, extend the coverage, and 
increase the amounts payable under our 
unemployment compensation system, 
and develop a Federal program for health 
and hospital construction. 
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This seven-point program outlined 

above is not meant to be all-inclusive. 
Instead it is a limited, basic, national 
economic program designed to meet the 
most pressing economic problems of our 
people in this period of growing reces
sion. It represents only the blueprint of 
a program of full employment, pros
perity, security, and social justice. 
These, Mr. Speaker, are the goals which 
the American people desire, and which 
Congress shou~d strive to achieve. 

Housing for Servicemen 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF. CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the 83d Congress has taken two 
significant steps toward correcting the 
major morale problem of the services; 
that of adequate housing for the fami
lies of servicemen. 

Approval of the military family hous
ing authorization and appropriation bills 
will mean that some 13,000 military fam
ilies will be provided with adequate 
homes at bases and posts where the need 
is most apparent. This is the first in
crement in a plan that we hope will even
tually provide homes for at least 50 per
cent of the currently improperly housed 
peacetime forces of our Nation. 

While there are some objections to 
providing on-base housing as compared 
to Wherry and other Government en
couraged or subsidized private housing 
units, it seems apparent that tremen
dous savings will accrue to the taxpay
ers through providing additional Gov
ernment quarters at permanent bases. 

The present practice of granting quar
ters allowances in lieu of housing actu
ally costs the Government over $1¥4 bil
lion per year. In Government-owned 
military housing, the serviceman accepts 
the housing and gets no allowance. The 
amount which would otherwise be allo
cated for allowances can thus amortize 
the cost of such homes in a reasonably 
short time. 

No attempt is being made to provide 
more than a reasonable minimum of per
manent quarters for families of peace
time forces for the years ahead. Great 
care was taken in the hearings before 
the House Subcommittee on Housing to 
see that homes were authorized only for 
bases or posts that are permanent in 
nature, where the shortage of available 
housing was most acute, or where mili
tary needs were best served by having 
men in residence close to action stations. 

Even more important and far reach
ing in its benefits to service families is 
the new provision in the National Hous
ing Act that extends favorable terms and 
insured mortgages to men and women 
on active duty. 

Many servicemen in the past have been 
lured into civilian life by the attractive 
provisions of the GI bill which provided 
low downpayments and long-term 
financing for home purchasers. 

The National Housing Act for 1954 ex
tends somewhat similar provisions to en
listed men and officers on active duty. 
Conferences I have held with FHA offi
cials and military leaders have convinced 
me that this act will prove to be the 
biggest boon to the servicemen in many 
years. 

While regulations have not been made 
public, it seems apparent that under 
terms of this act a serviceman can pur
chase a home, living in it while at a 
given base, post, or station, and upon 
being transferred can sell the home and 
repurchase another at his new duty sta
tion. 

In other words, it will not be a one
time shot, as with the GI program, but 
instead will, within reason, recognize the 
impermanence of assignments and not 
penalize the serviceman through setting 
a limit on the number of times a service
man may avail himself of the benefits 
of home ownership. 

Actual provisions of the bill will per
mit a serviceman to obtain an FHA
insured mortgage not exceeding 95 per
cent of the appraised value of the prop
erty up to $18,000, providing the service
man either occupies it or certifies his 
failure to do so is the result of his mili
tary assignment. Premiums on the 
mortgage insurance will be paid by the 
Defense Department, which will reduce 
the loan percentage from 4% to 4:Y4 
percent. 

Military regulations are planned to 
prevent servicemen from abusing the 
privileges accorded them under this act, 
but it is expected that the services will 
be liberal in their interpretation of the 
act, in order to make the benefits avail
able to all interested career personnel. 

This act should prove to be a stabi
lizing influence on the families of service 
personnel and, in the opinion of military 
leaders, should make peacetime career 
service much more attractive. 

Mr. Speaker~ it is encouraging to note 
that the Air Force has reported an up
swing in reenlistments for the first time 
in many years. I believe the construc
tive efforts of the 83d Congress to im
prove conditions for servicemen and 
women have reversed the 10-year trend 
of reduction of benefits that had put us 
in a dangerous corner. Morale will im
prove markedly, and reenlistments are 
bound to increase if we continue to rec
ognize the importance and dignity of the 
servicemen in whose hands we have 
placed the safety and defense of our 
homes and families. 

Report to the People of the 16th Congres
sional District of Ohio 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. FRANK T. BOW 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, in the many 
important legislative decisions which I 
.have been called upon to make in this 
83d Congress, both as a member of the 

· Appropriations Committee,' which con-

trois the spending of all the Federal 
agencies, and upon the floor of the 
House, I have at all times attempted to 
bear in mind the welfare and the wishes 
of my constituents in the 16th Congres .. 
sional District of Ohio. 

Through many personal trips to the 
district, comprising the counties of 
Stark, Tuscarawas, and Wayne, through 
detailed questionnaires, and by other 
means, I have sought to keep myself 
constantly informed on the sentiments 
of my district regarding legislation pend
ing before Congress. 

When I have called upon my constitu
ents for advice and guidance they have 
responded generously, and their cooper
ation has materially lessened the bur
dens of my legislative duties. In turn, 
I feel that I owe them a report on my 
more important activities in behalf of 
them and the Nation during the current 
Congress, now coming to a close. This 
is my report. 

Congressional Quarterly News Fea
tures, a highly respected, independent 
news service, in a recent survey of voting 
records, noted that my voting participa
tion on rollcalls in the first session was 
100 percent. While this session has not 
yet been completed, I am confident that 
my final record of voting participation 
again will be unusually high. · 

TAXES AND SPENDING 

At the beginning of this Congress I 
was appointed to the powerful Appro
priations Committee, generally accepted 
as the most important committee 'in 
Congress. This appointment brought 
prestige to my district which it had not 
enjoyed in many years, since none of my 
immediate predecessors had acquired 
sufficient seniority and experience for 
such an important assignment. 

The Appropriations Committee last 
year conducted studies which resulted in 
a saving of $14 billion from the budget 
recommended by former President Tru
man. Further elimination of wasteful 
and needless expenditures were made 
during the present year. Much, of 
course, remains to be done. 

The savings already made have 
brought a balanced budget in sight, and 
made possible $8 billion in tax reductions 
already being enjoyed by our citizens. 
Reductions in the excise, or sales tax, 
on theater and other admissions, tele
phone bills, electric-light bulbs, trans
portation of persons, and a long list of 
other items, already are in effect. In
come-tax reductions will benefit a vast 
number of persons through reductions 
in the withholding and other personal 
income taxes. 

FARM PROBLEM 

The farm problem is one of the most 
perplexing situations confronting the 
Nation today. I have given this ques
tion much time and study. 

The farmer has been beset by round 
after round of inflation brought on by 
the ruinous spending policies of the Tru
man administration. Thousands of acres 
of land have been brought into produc
tion through costly irrigation projects 
financed by the Federal Government. 
More thousands of acres of marginal 
grasslands were brought into production 
during the war, ·and kept in production 
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by high p11ce supl)Orts. Wide usage of 
cheaper and inferior substitutes for some 
of our farm products have been encour· 
aged. 

Price supports should be maintained 
at a high level until a more realistic 
solution can be achieved. But I am con· 
ftdent our farmers prefer to have their 
products consumed by humans rather 
than to have them rot in some Govern
ment cave or warehouse. The farmers 
want, are entitled to, and must have a 
fair share of the national income. I am 
confident this twin objective can be 
achieved and will continue to devote my 
efforts toward that end. 

The problem of m.assive surpluses is a 
major one. Several additional methods 
for further reducing surplus stocks have 
been proposed by me, and are now being 
considered at high administration levels. 
Regardless of the disruptive talk of their 
detractors, the farmers will not be "sold 
short" by the Eisenhower administration. 
I am confident we will evolve a more ben
eficial and satisfactory system than the 
present one of "production for ·waste," 
one which will be satisfactory to the 
farmers and of benefit to the whole 
economy. 

EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS CONDITIONS 

The business recession which Presi
dent Eisenhower inherited has presented 
difficult problems in the industrial areas 
of :r;ny district. I have been in almost 
constant contact with the Secretary of 
Labor, Defense Department officials, and 
others in an effort to do everything pos-
siole in this connection. These officials 
have been very cooperative and are 
watching developments carefully. While 
there appears to have been· some im
provement, neither I nor they will relax 
efforts in this connection. 

After a series of conferences with the 
Secretary of Labor and other high Gov- . 
ernment officials, I succeeded in having 
the Canton area placed in class IV, which 
gave industries there preferential treat
ment on Government contracts. The 
Department of Agriculture sent carloads 
of surplus food to areas in the district 
where it was needed. · 

The interest and cooperation of Presi
dent Eisenhower's administration in this 
problem has been greatly appreciated, 
and has been of material benefit to the 
people of my district. 

NATI ONAL SECURITY 

Recent developments have confirmed 
my stand that we can place little or no 
dependence in our so-called friends 
abroad in the time of an emergency. 
They are looking out for themselves and 
we must look out for ourselves. 

There are enough unexpended bal
ances which already have been appro
priated to carry the foreign aid program 
a full year. Hence I voted against addi
tional appropriations for this purpose. 
It was my feeling that if this extra ap
propriation were not -made, we could 
have given the American public a bal
anced budget. And this we promised 
to do. 

President Eisenhower's proposal for 
streamlining our Military Establishment, 
cutting down on our dependence on foot 
soldiers, and emphasizing more modern 
weapons was, indeed, a hearteninci one. 

We all pray that war will not be thrust 
upon us, but if it is, we want to be pre .. 
pared to win it with the least loss of the 
lives of our people. 

SOCIAL SECUlUTY 

More adequate and realistic social se· 
curity was given much attention by the 
current Congress. When this measure 
was under consideration I advocated ex
tending it to those who needed and 
wanted the coverage. I opposed extend.
ing it to such groups as doctors, who did 
not want to come under the system. 
Among other things, I was concerned 
over the teachers' retirement fund in 
Ohio. I urged we should not jeopardize 
this group by forcing them under social
security regulation and denying their 
rights under their own social security 
system. I felt the same way about police; 
firemen, and other employees already 
covered by State and municipal plans. 

VETERANS 

As a former war correspondent who 
served with Ohio's 37th Division in the 
Pacific and saw what the boys went 
through, the interests of our veterans 
and their families is very close to my. 
heart. I am convinced that much of the 
money which in the past has been ap
propriated for the Veterans' Adminis
t ration has been used in a very ineffi
cient manner, to say the very least. I 
have worked and will continue to work 
to cut out the red tape and inefficiency 
in the Veterans' Administration, and to 
see that agency weed out those persons 
who are not giving courteous and effi
cient service. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I have supported and will 
continue to support appropriations 
which give our veterans the medical, 
hospital, and other rights to which they 
are entitled. I will continue to do my 
utmost in this direction as long as I 
am a Member of Congress. 

PROTECT AMERICAN LABOR 

The protection of American labor 
a gainst floods of cheap impor ts from 
low-wage areas has been, and will con
tinue to be, one of my main objectives 
as a Member of Congress. When the 
appropriation bill for the Department of 
Interior was under consideration on the 
tloor of the House, I proposed an 
amendment designed to give American 
work~rs a better break on Government 
contracts. The Buy American Act 
should be strengthened, not weakened, 
and the "peril point'' provision should 
be rigidly enforced. American workers 
must not be put out 9f their jobs by . 
cheaply made products from abroad. 
· The recent action of President Eisen

hower in raising by up to 50 percent the 
tariff on imports of cheap watches in
dicates the attitude of this administra
tion regarding the necessity of protect
ing American workers. I was among 
those who recommended this ·action. 
My strong support of it was detailed in 
a recent House speech. 

ROADBUILDING PROGRAM 

A Federal highway building program 
that will include rural roads and town 
and city streets was approved by this 
Congress. This law authorizes expendi
tures of $966 million in each of the fiscal 

years 1956 and 1957 for highway and 
1·oad construction. It gives the States· 
a greater degree of administrative con
trol over their own roads included in 
·their Federal-aid and secondary sys
tems. The residents of Ohio farms and 
villages, in common with those in other 
States, will benefit materially from this 
legislation. It is of interest that this im
portant highway bill was sponsored by 
my good friend and neighbor Congress
man J .. HARRY McGREGOR, Of West La
fayette. 

VOTING RECORD 

There is included herewith a record 
of my stand on impor tant legislation on 
which recorded votes were taken in the 
House of Representatives during the 83d 
Congress. This list shows whether I fa
vored or opposed passage, and the ac
t ion taken by the House. 

1st session 

Subject Bow's House 
position action 

Un-American Activities Com- Yes _____ Approved. 
mittee,. provide funds for. 

Military personnel needs, an- Yes .••.. Do. 
nual review of. 

Tidelands (oil), confirm title 
of States. 

Yes ... .. Do. 

Mexican farm labor. importa-
tion of. 

No .... .. Do. 

Continental Shelf (oil lands, Yes . .. ~- Do. 
confirm title of States) . 

Reciprocal trade agreement No ...... Do. 
extension. 

Mutual Secw·ity Act exten- No ----- Do. 
sion. 

Government -owned rubber Yes. ·- --- Do. 
plants, disposal of. 

Farmers and stockmen emer· Yes • ••.. Do. 
gency aid for. 

Communist Chinese, against 
admission of to UN. 

Yes. ---- Do. 

Mutual security appropria- No __ __ __ D o. 
tions. 

:F:armers, miners, and produc- Yes ... __ Failed. 
ers, protection of under 
Trade Agreements Aot. 

Farm surplus, fo;· famine relief Yes . .... Approved. 
abroad. 

2d session . 
Subject 

Air Force Academy, establish
ment of. 

Commodity Credit Corp., to 
discharge indebtedness of. 

Un-American Activities Com
mittee, provide funds for. 

Excise-tax reduction ......... .. 
Personal exemption increase 

for income-tax purposes. 
Tax reduction and revision 

bill. 
Housing Act, passage of.. ..... 
St. Lawrence seaway develop

ment. 
Flexib le price supports 

(Eisenhower proposal). 
Alaskan communication sys

tem, mili tary construction. 
TTade agreement exten<;ion .... 
Opposing Soviet interference 

in Western Hemisphere. 
Health insurance, voluntary 

prepayment. 
Postal pay increase , establish 

committee to study. 
Atomic Energy Act revision .. 
M utual security appropr:a. 

tion . 
Tax revision and reduction, 

conference report on . 
Commodity Credit Corpora

tion, increase borrowing 
power of. 

Bow's 
position 

House 
action 

Yes ..... Approved. 

Yes.. . .. Do. 

Yes.. . .. Do. 

Yes.. . .. Do. 
No.... .. Failed. 

Yes __ ___ Approved. 

Yes.. . .. Do. 
Y~-- - -- Do. 

Yes.. . .. Do. 

Yes .... ~ Do. 

No_____ _ Do. 

Yes..... J:)o. 
No... ... Failed. 

Yes.... . Do. 

Yes _____ Approved. 
No__ ____ Do. 

Yes ... ~- Do. 

Yes._ ___ Do 

NOTE.- Due to the magnificent leadership of Speaker 
of the House JosEPH W. MARTIN, of Massachusetts, 
and Majority Leader CHARLES A. HALLECK, of Indiana, 
much important legislation was passed without the 
necessity of a rollcall vote. Such actions were taken 
usually by teller or voice votes, for which the votes of 
individual Members are not recordetl · 
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RIGHT TO VOTE 

Mr. Speaker, the right to vote is a. 
very dear heritage of the American peo
ple. It is a right which has been denied 
to increasing millions of formerly free 
people in the past few years. It can be 
said without fear of contradiction that 
those persons who have lost the right of 
the free ballot wish now they had it 
back; and if they had it, they would miss 
no opportunity to use it. 

Those of us who do not exercise our 
right to vote are courting disaster. Be
ing busy, or disgruntled, or bad weather 
on election day, is no excuse. Even the 
best excuses for not voting will not allevi
ate the disaster that will come to us all 
if, through our failure to vote, our coun
try is destroyed by corruption or decay. 
It is .not only a right but a duty for all 
patriotic Americans to turn out on elec
tion day and vote for the candidate who, 
in their opinion, can do the most for our 
country in the perilous days ahead. 

So ' far as I am concerned, I stand on 
my record in behalf of the people of·my 
con·gressional district and the Nation 
and my firm support in most major 
instances of the Eisenhower administra
tion in Washington. 

Refugee Relief Act of 1953 Being Admin
istered Competently and Ably by Mr. 
Scott McLeod 

EXTENSION OF REMARK~ 
OF 

HON. ALBERT P. MORANO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

as this rolling, Regulations and admin- program. I am glad that our President 
istrative procedures had to · be devel- has the personal interest in this project 
oped-not unilaterally by the State De- not only to want · it to succeed, but to 
partment alone, but in cooperation with do something positive and constructive 
numerous other participating agencies. to see that it does succeed. 
Staff expansion had to be accomplished, I cannot believe that carping criticism 
and that· involved recruiting good will contribute anything toward making 
people for a temporary job, getting them it succeed. 
security cleared, trained, transported, When the gentleman from New York 
equipped, and set up in business. The exposed his lack of knowledge of the 
mere matter · of getting office space in stringent security provisions contained 
which these people could work required in this act, I was afraid to trust my own 
3 and 4 months in some instances be- memory of how he had voted on the act. 
cause of the shortage of available space A check of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
in Europe. July 28, 1953, volume 99, part 8, at page 

Another essential which could not be 10205, Roll No. 112, reveals the gentle
rushed was the negotiation of the agree- man from New York [Mr. CELLER] did 
ments with foreign governments which vote for the act. Of course he had 
the act requires. Some of these agree- plenty of opportunity to know of its pro
ments have not yet been worked out, visions because, as already noted, it came 
and one of them, I happen to know. was out of his own committee. 
achieved just recently only after the I frankly do not pretend to under
personal intervention of President Eisen- stand the mind of my colleague. But 
bower with the Foreign Minister of the one thing I do know. If I were in the 
country concerned. Kremlin, and had people escaping and 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I myself did being driven from behind the Iron Cur
not understand these delays, and I was tain, I certainly would plant among them 
much concerned last March 1 when the a considerable number of spies and saba
target date for the issuance of visas in teurs so that they- could endeavor to 
volume passed without appreciable re- reach the United States as refugees un
sults. Being genuinely and construe- der this act. It was to guard against this 
tively intere.sted ·in the success of this possibility that the Congress imposed 
humanitarian program, I took the . very strict security requirements upon 
trouble to learn what the difficulties and the administrator of the act. These -are 
delays were all about. Actually, there requirements which permit little or no 
was very little delay. March 1 had been administrative discretion. 
set as a target date for getting the pro- It would be qui-te understandable to me 
gram on the rails. This was achieved • to hear the able and competent Admin
just 1 month late, on April 1. istrator Mr. McLeod criticized for relax-

Since theri more than 8,000 visas have ing these requirements and thereby tak
been issued. More than 800 applicants ing the risk of admitting spies and sabo
who could not qualify have been re- teurs; I would be one of the first to de·
jected; 32,813 applicants are in the pipe- mand his scalp if he did so. But it is 

IN THE HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES -line. incomprehensible to hear a conscientious 
Approximately 14,000 assurances of public servant condemned for carrying 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 employment and housing have been re- out the will of Congress. 
Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, those of ceived, and these will. admit about 25,000 Because I am familiar not only with 

us who have followed closely the admin- heads of families and dependents. the act but with its administration as- · 
istration of the Refugee Relief Act of '' The ' ad.rriinistration of the act is now well, I know that it is most complex and 
1953 were astonished to read the state- geared to continue production of visas difficult to administer. I personally ad
ment of the gentleman from New York in substantial numbers so as to get the mire the. courage of those who are re
[Mr. CELLER] in which he alleged that job done by the time the act expires on sponsible.fo1· its administration, for they 
the immigration of refugees is being December 31, 1956. have determined to make it woi·k despite 
hindered and hampered and that the Until now, it would not have been its built-in handicaps. This they are do
refugee relief program is foredoomed to possible to make use of larger numbers ing speedily and effectively. The results 
failure. of job and housing assurances. With speak for themselve~. 

If tlie gentleman from New York had the program rolling at good speed, how
ever read the Refugee Relief Act, which ever, the time now has come when a 
came out of his committee, he would steady fiow of assurances is essential to 
realize how vastly different it is from the continued progress, for the head of every Small Business Administration Aids Small 
former Displaced Persons Act. The refugee family must be guaranteed a job 
present act was adopted on an entirely and a roof over his head. The act does 
different premise, to meet an entirely not permit these people to ·come to the 
different situation, and its provisions are United States and wander around job
much more stringent than were those of less, homeless, ·and as wards of hap-
the DP Act. ' hazard charity. 

Nevertheless, despite the difficulties of It was for this reason that the Ad
administering an act which involves the ministrator of the act and the Secretary 
cooperation of half a dozen departments of State requested the President to 

Firms Across Country 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS . . 
OF 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

of the Government, tight security regu- solicit the cooperation of the governors · IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES .• 
lations, and the necessity for negoti- just a few days ago. As you know, Mr. Tuesday, August 10, 1954 
ating and carrying out working _agree- Speaker, the President asked the gov
ments with about two dozen foreign gov- ernors to establish local committees to 
ernments, the results achieved to date help obtain assurances and assist in the 
under the Refugee Relief Act have most resettlement problems of the immi
certainly amounted to a great deal more grants. Far from being an admission 
than a trickle, as the distinguished that the act is a failure, as my unusually 
gentleman from New York has elected to gloomy colleague from New York has 
characterize them. seen fit to conclude, the President's 

Obviously, Some time was required to.· action was a logical and constructive 
get a program as big and as widespread effort to assure the success of the refugee 

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, · thousands of small business 
firms across the country have been able 
to improve their financial position, get 
Government contracts, or obtain valu
able ·advice and assistance in solving 
management and technical problems as 
a result of 'the programs of 'the Smali· 
Business Administration. 
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. This agency, the only new govern
mental agency created by the Eisenhow
er administration, has just closed its first 
year of operation and is improving and 
streamlining its programs so greater 
numbers of small firms can be helped in 
the future. 

A prime objective of the Small Busi
ness Administration has been to make 
its services available to small firms at the 
local level, so it will not be necessary for 
them to spend their time and money in 
coming to Washington. To meet this 
objective, 36 field offices have been estab
lished in major cities. 

In addition to developing, planning, 
and putting its own small business as
sistance. programs into operation during 
the first year of existence, the Small 
Business Administration was also espe
cially interested in obtaining the tax 
relief embraced in the new Federal 
tax law. 

The Small Business Administration is 
the first comprehensive, peacetime, in
dependent governmental agency in his
tory created for the sole purpose of ad
VIsmg, counselling, assisting, and 
protecting small business enterprises. 

Legislation creating the Small Busi
ness Administration was signed by Pres
ident Eisenhower July 30, 1953. Its 
programs of giving assistance to small 
firms are fast gathering momentum 
under the direction of the Small Busi
ness Administrator Wendell B. Barnes. 

The agency's main programs-loans 
and financial counselling assistance, aid 
in getting Government contracts, tech
nical and managerial help of many kinds, 
and disaster loans to help victims of 
:floods and other catastrophies rebuild 
their homes and shops-are each de
signed to offer important services to 
small firms. 

In all of these fields the results so far 
are notable, and they offer even greater 
promise for future development. 

Summing up the year's accomplish
ments in the four major fields of activ
ity, here is the Small Business Admin
istration's national record-a record of 
which the administration can be proud: 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

Authority for the Small Business Ad
ministration to make loans did not be
gin until September 29, 1953. Since then 
634 small-business loans, totaling $36,-
359,962, have been approved. Two
thirds of these loans are bank partici
pation loans, in which local banks put 
up part of the money, and the Small 
Business Administration puts up the re
mainder. Direct loans are made by the 
Small Business Administration only 
when they are needed to help small 
firms that cannot obtain private 
financing. 

Of the total loans approved, 429 loans, 
totaling $25,926,602, are bank participa

- tion loans, a·nd 205 loans, totaling $10,-
433,360, are direct loans. 

In establishing the Small Business Ad
ministration's financial assistance pro
gram, Administrator Barnes has stressed 
the fact that the private banks of this 
country have done and are doing a good 
job in providing for the credit needs of 
our businessmen. 

The Small Business Administration is 
not competing with the banks, and plans 
to offer its loans for sale to them as soon 
as the loans have been "seasoned" and 
are of proved worth. 

The Small Business Administration is 
working with the private banks, to help 
provide term credit to small firms. By 
putting the emphasis on bank participa
tion loans, the Small Business Adminis
tration is helping the proprietors of 
small firms establish a banking rela
tionship with a private bank in their own 
community. This is providing a service 
of lasting value, as it helps to strengthen 
the customer-bank relationships in the 
local communities. 

DI,SASTER . LOANS . 

In addition to making business loans, 
the Small Business Administration has 
the responsibility of making disaster 
loans to aid in the rehabilitation of 
homes and businesses damaged in wind
storms, fires, :floods, and other catastro
phes. 

Ninety-eight disaster loans totaling 
about $400,000 have been made so far, 
helping people rebuild their homes and 
shops. The Small Business Administra
tion stands a:ways ready to give help to 
the homeowners and the businessman 
whenever catastrophes occur. 

PROCUREMENT ASSISTANCE 

The law creating the Small Business 
Administration gives it the responsibility 
for seeing to it that a fair share of the 
goods and services purchased by the 

· Government-and remember that the 
United States Government is the biggest 
customer in the world-are obtained 
from small firms. 

During the period August 1, 1953, 
through June 30, 1954, the Small Busi
ness Administration assisted 1,080 small 
firms in obtaining Government contracts 
totaling $124,837,044. 

These figures represent actual con
tract awards under the Small Business 
Administration's "joint determination" 
program, but they tell only a small part 
of the accomplishments of the Small 
Business Administration in helping 
smaller firms get Government contracts. 

The Small Business Administration 
concentrates its contract procurement 
assistance activity in the area where
except for the vigilance of the Small 
Business Administration-the contracts 
would probably go to larger firms. 
Through its joint determination pro
gram it is constantly working to increase 
the small-business share of Government 
orders. 

Under this joint determination pro
gram, the Small Business Administra
tion has representatives stationed in the 
principal procurement centers of the 
military departments across the country. · 

Here, all individual proposed procure
ments valued at $10,000 or more-except 
those classified as "confidential'' or. 
higher-are screened jointly by the 
Small Business Administration repre
sentatives and military procurement of
ficers. 

Those found suitable for performance 
by small business, if jointly agreed to by 
the Small BUsiness Administration and 
the military, are earmarked and reserved 
exclusively !or competitive award to 

small firms. In some.· cases, portions of 
proposed procurements are also ear
marked for performance by small firms 
under this program. 

Once a joint determination has been 
made, the Small Business Administra
tion field offices are notified, and are thus 
able to call possible procurement oppor
tunities to the attention of small firms 
in their own areas. 

In addition, through cooperative pro
grams, larger private firms constantly 
are being encouraged to place more of 
their orders with smaller concerns in 
their own areas. 

The regional offices of the Small Busi
ness Administration regularly receive no
tices of procurement opportunities. 
'They keep a register of many thousands 
of small firms that are desirous of ob
taining a Government contract. 

Every day procurement specialists in 
the regional offices of the Small Business 
Administration check the list of products 
the Government wants to buy and refer 
them to those firms that are capable of 
producing the specific products. 

Last year the regional offices made 
many thousands of referrals, and al
though it is impossible to keep a close 
check on the results of each referral, it 
is known that they resulted in a good 
volume of Government contracts going 
to small firms. 

In addition to the activity in behalf 
of small firms in the regional offices of 
the Small Business Administration and 
in the field offices, representatives of the 
agency in procurement centers of the 
Armed Services·held more than 2,500 in
terviews with businessmen regarding pro
curement matters, handled about 40,000 
communications regarding procurement 
matters, and in about 3,000 cases made 
specific referrals of bid opportunities to 
individual firms. 

In addition to these Government con
tracts, the Small Business Administra
tion also works With firms holding large 
prime Government contracts and helps 
them locate small firms who can take a 
subcontract. This activity is, of course, 
a two-way street. 

The Small Business Administration 
not only helps the smaller firms by aid
ing them in getting more business, but 
also helps the larger producer develop 
reliable suppliers. The net result is to 
stimulate all business activity. 

The perseverance of the Small Busi
ness Administration in helping small 
firms get Government contracts is best 
demonstrated by its certificate of com
petency program. 

Certificates of competency are issued 
only in cases where a small firm is ac
tually. the low bidder on a Government 
contract and should get the award, ex
cept that the military procurement spe
cialist calls into the question the techni
cal or financial ability of the firm to 
produce the item satisfactorily and on 
time. 

In such cases the Small Business Ad
ministration has its production experts 
investigate. If they find that the firm 
does have the technical ability and ade
quate financing to produce the article 
wanted, a certificate is issued and the 
contract goes to the small firm. 
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The Small Business Administration 

has issued 41 certificates of competency 
to aid small firms. As a result, these 
firms won contracts valued at $6,500,000. 
The taxpayer, incidentally, has a stake 
in this program, since its objective is to 
help the low bidder get. the contract. So 
far , the savings total about $284,000. 

Sometimes it is found that small firms 
have the technical ability to handle a 
particular Government contract, . but 
they lack the financial resources needed 
to do the job. In such cases the Small 
Business Administration may be able to 
approve a loan to help the small firm. 

It often happens, too, that the pro
prietor of a small firm, after consulting 
with the Small Business Administration 
financial specialist, is able to work out 
private credit with his bank, or perhaps 
by recognizing his production schedule 

·he is enabled to get along without a loan. 
MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

years, barriers had been erected in our 
tax structure; · handicapping the little 
fellow. The new tax law will inure 
greatly to the benefit of the many small 
businesses of California, as well as to the 
Nation. I enthusiastically supported the 
passage of the omnibus tax law, the first , 
major revision of the revenue laws in 
75 years. 

American taxpayers stand to save 
$7,400,000,000 in taxes through actions 
by the Congress which accrue this year 
or within a year after enactment of a 
particular measure. Broken down into 
the tax actions taken by Congress, the 
savings are as follows, in round num
bers: 
From Jan. 1 income-tax cut_ $3, 000, 000, 000 
From reduction excise taxes_ 1, 000,000, 000 
From repeal excess-profit s 

tax ____________________ __ 2,000,000, 000 

From reductions in new tax 
law _____________________ ·1, 400, 000, 000 

Under this heading the Small Busi- TotaL_______________ 7, 400, ooo, ooo 
ness Administration, through its re- Savings to individuals under the new 
gional Offices, offers a wide range of revenue act are estimated to come to 
service to help small firms. $800 million a year. Here are some of 

The Small Business Administration the savings which will accrue to indi
publishes two series of practical and viduals: 
helpful leafiets called Management and Through medical-expense deductions, 
Technical Aids for Small Business. 8,500,000 beneficiaries should save $80 
These leaflets cover a wide range of million a year. 
management and production problems, Through allowing as dependents chil
and are in great demand. They are de- dren under 19 who are either students or 
signed particularly to aid the proprietor earning more than $600 a year, an esti
of a small firm who may have an out- mated 1,300,000 beneficiaries will save 
standing aptitude in certain lines, but about $75 million. 
lacks the rounded management experi- Through splitting income to widows 
ence which big companies hire for their and widowers with children and similar 
top management team. benefits, 160,000 beneficiaries are ex-

The Small Business Administration pected to save $11 million. 
has experienced management counselors Through a tax credit of 20 percent on 
ir: its field offices. These counselors are income up to $1,200 for retired persons, 
always ready to work directly with own- about 1,800,000 beneficiaries will be al
ers of small businesses on specific ques- lowed to keep $141 million. · 
tions presented to them. It has recently Approximately 500,000 farmers will 
developed a program of helping small save $10 million on liberalized soil-con
firms with products development prob- servation expense allowances. 
!ems--finding new uses and new appli- And working widows, widowers, and 
cations for items produced by small working wives to a limited extent, will get 
firms. a tax reduction up to $600 for child-care 

There are hundreds of small firms expense. This will provide 2,100,000 tax
whose proprietors have ideas for im- . payers with savings of $130 million. 
proved or new products and processes, Savings in taxes by business concerns 
or perhaps they own a product patent, through the new tax law are estimated 
but they may lack the technical know- to come to approximately $600 million 
how or means of putting the ·article or annually. 
new idea to practical use. The Small Now, here are some of the ways in 
Business Administration is giving help which the new law will aid small con
to these . firms. Sometimes its experts cerns: 
can direct the. proprietor to a competent Liberalized depreciation: This permits 
research institution or laboratory, or re- faster writeoffs for depreciation on new 
fer an inventor to a firm which may property acqured in 1954 and later years. 
utilize his invention or idea. Its effect will be to permit tax-free recov-

All of the programs of the Small Busi- ery of about two-thirds of the cost in the 
ness Administration are aimed at this first half of service life, thus aiding small 
one basic objective: To assist in the businesses in the financing of their mod
growth and survival of small-business ernization and expansion. 
firms; to help them meet the continuing Treatment of surplus accumulations: 
challeng·e. of our expanding ecoJlomy. This section provides that the burden of 

There are about 4,200,000 business proof shall be on the Government to 
establishments in the United States. Of show that earnings accumulations by 
these, 96 percent are classed as small. firms are unreasonable. It also exempts 
The new tax law enacted by the 83d the first $60,000 of earnings accumula
Congress and signed by President Eisen- tions from the penalty tax and takes 
bower is going to be of great benefit to only the accumulations which are un
businesses generally. It will be a boon l'easonable in amount. 
to small firms. Research and experimental expend-

Congress and the Eisenhower admin- itures: For the first time a small ' busi
istration recognized that, in recent ness lacking a regula1· research and ex-

perimental budget has a clear right to 
deduct its research outlays as current 
expenses or to amortize them over a 5-
year period. 

Lo~s carryover: The new law increases 
the net loss· carryback provision to 2 
years, instead of 1 year previously al
lowed. This helps take care of busi
nesses with irregular or spotty earnings, 
to permit the offset of. losses over a 
longer period. Any individual who sells 
his business or business assets will be 
permitted to use his loss on the sale as 
a net operating loss carryover. 

Relief from double taxation of divi· 
dends: Double taxation of corporate 
earnings has heretofore reduced the in
centive to invest, particularly in small 
new concerns and has restricted the 
marketability of new equity shares. 
Under the new law, the taxpayer is al
lowed a credit against tax of 4 percent 
of dividends from domestic corporations, 
plus an exclusion of the first $50 re
ceived. This should stimulate the sup
ply of equity capital. 

Optional tax treatment for certain 
partnerships and corporations: Under 
the previous system there might be 
marked differences. in tax liability of a 
business depending on whether it oper
ated as a partnership or a corporation. 
The new law also provides clear, flexible 
and equitable rules for handling part
nership transactions. . 

Changes . oin capital structure: The 
new law permits the issuance of pre
ferred stock dividends to holders of com
mon stock without subjecting such dis
tribution to income tax at the time of 
distribution. This is calculated to re
move tax barriers to needed financial re
arrangements, so that new financing 
may be had without the temptation by 
the owners of a small concern to sell out 
to a large concern. 

Redemption of stock to · pay estate 
taxes: The new act broadens the pres
ent provisions which permit the tax-free 
1·edem_ption of stock in a corporation to 
pay estate taxes. Its purpose is to a void 
the forced sale or liquidation of a busi
ness in order to pay Federal estate taxes. 

These tax savings for the individual 
restore freedom to the individual to 
spend more of his own money as he sees 
fit and increase disposable personal in- · 
come and thus purchasing power. For 
business, the savings will help to achieve 
healthy growth and thereby strengthen 
the national economy. 

Analysis of the New Tax Bill 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. FRANK T. 80\V 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES · 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, while there 
is a general understanding of the overall 
effects of the new tax-reduction bill 
1·ecently passed by Cong1•ess, there is 
some confusion among my constituents 
over provisions having widespread effect 
on individual taxpayers. 
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Without attempting a technical 
analysis of the bill, I believe that a sum
mary of some of the more salient fea
tures will be helpful to many individuals 
i:1 the 16th Ohio Congressional District. 

The benefits outlined . herein, of 
course, are in addition to the 10 percent 
cut in Federal income taxes which went 
into effect last January 1. 

AID TO FARMERS 

Deductions up to 25 percent of farm 
income are allowed for soil and water 
conservation. 

More rapid writeoff of the expense of 
farm machinery, equipment, and · con
struction, is provided. 

Tax on the proceeds of the sale of 
cattle is removed when the sale is neces
sitated by disease. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

Premiums paid by employers to health 
and accident plans will not be taxable to 
the employees. 

All accident and health benefits paid 
as reimbursement for actual medical ex
penses to employees, their wives, or chil
dren, are completely exempted from tax. 

Payments to employees for loss of 
wage due to injury or illness are ex
empted up to $100 per week. 

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 

All retired persons 65 and over will in 
effect be exempt on all retirement in
come up to $1,200. The same exemption 
will apply to individuals under 65 such 
as school teachers, policemen, and so 
forth, if they receive a pension from a 
public-retirement system. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 

In addition to the $1,200 exemption on 
retirement income, the bill provides a 
simpler method of taxation of pension 
and annuities. It ends the annual 3 
percent tax paid on annuities, and pro
vides instead a method of computing tax 
on basis of cost divided by years of life 
e~~pectancy. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 

Medical expenses can be deducted 
when they exceed 3 percent of income, 
instead of 5 percent as under present 
law. For example, a family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of 
$150 will be . able to deduct $60. The 
same family can deduct nothing today. 

The bill doubles the present maximum 
limit on the amount that can be de
ducted. 

CREDIT PURCHASES 

Deduction for interest up to 6 percent 
on installment purchases is provided. 

DEPENDENTS 

A parent can claim a deduction of $600 
for each child regardless of the child's 
earnings if the child is under 19 and the 
parent continues to furnish more than 
half the child's support. 

A parent can claim the $600 depend
ency deduction for a child over 18 re
gardless of the child's earnings if the 
child is attending school or college, or 
receiving on-the-farm training, and the 
parent continues to furnish more than 
half the child's support. 

An aged parent or other dependent 
cared for by several members of a family 
can be claimed as a deduction by one of 
the members of the family. 

A taxpayer can claim $600 dependency 
deduction for any person, regardless of 
relationship, if the taxpayer supports 
that person in his home. 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 

Single working parents, such as a 
widow, are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child care for 
children up to 12 years of age. 

The same deduction is allowed for a 
married woman who must work because 
her husband is incapacitated. 

The same deduction is allowed with 
respect to any dependent, regardless of 
age, who is mentally or physically in
capable of caring for himself. 

HEAD OF FAMILY 

A single taxpayer who has a dependent 
son or daughter will be entitled during 
the first 2 years after the death of spouse 
to the same income-splitting privilege 
as is accorded married couples. 

A single individual can receive half 
the benefits of income splitting if there 
is a dependent parent for whom the tax
payer maintains a household. 

DEATH BENEFITS 

The bill exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an ~mployer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an em
ployee. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 

The first $50 in dividends is excluded 
from taxation, and a credit equal to 4 
percent of the balance is provided. · 

LIFE INSURANCE 

The estate tax on the proceeds of cer
tain life insurance policies is lessened. 

DEPRECIATION 

More liberal writeoff of the cost of new 
equipment is provided. For example, in 
the first year of life of new equipment, 
the taxpayer will be able to write off 
twice the amount now allowed. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 

Tax returns will be due April15 instead 
of March 15, giving the taxpayers an ad
ditional month in which to prepare their 
final tax returns and make payments. 

Accomplishments of 83d Congress 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. E. ROSS ADAIR 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 10, 1954 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, realizing 
the importance of the accomplishnents 
of the 83d Congress, I should like to set 
forth some of them and of the results of 
the first year and a half of the Eisen
hower administration. 

END TO KOREAN WAR 

Foremost in any such recapitulation 
is the fact that the United States is not 
now at war and American boys are not 
being killed in active warfare any place 
in the world. Before his election, Mr. 
Eisenhower said he would strive to bring 

an end to the Korean war, and this ha5 
been done. If for no other thing, the 
present administration deserves the con
tinued trust and confidence of the elec
torate. 

In the field of national defense, we 
have embarked upon a program that is 
sometimes referred to as "the new look." 
Simply put, this means we are attempt
ing to get a greater degree of national 
security for less dollars spent. While no 
one of the armed services is neglected, 
there is special emphasis put on air 
power in all its aspects. The Defense 
Department is also making renewed ef
forts to assure that the taxpayer's dollar 
will buy the maximum amount of de
fense materiel. This is being accom
plished through better administration 
and economy of operation. 

DEFENSE AGAINST COMMUNISM 

Today we seek a just and permanent 
peace in the world through a consistent 
and firm foreign policy. This . policy is 
based upon the desire for freedom for all 
peoples and their willingness to form 
alliances for their common defense 
against communism. 

The value of the dollar has been stabi
lized and infta tion has been halted. 

Tax reductions of an estimated $7.3 
billion have gone into effect with most of 
this great saving going to individual citi
zens. This is the greatest tax savings 
ever put into effect by a single Congress. 

In its first full year in office, this ad
ministration and the Congress reduced 
expenditures by an estimated $12 billion. 
This was accomplished by strict econ
omy and the elimination of waste. 

The social-security system has been 
broadened and improved. 

Controls which previously plagued us 
have been removed. 

GOVERNMENT PAYROLL REDUCED 

In keeping with campaign promises, 
Government payrolls have been reduced 
by almost a quarter of a million people. 

Having in mind the fundamental im
portance of agriculture, this Congress 
has given unusually long and detailed 
study to the farm problem. As a result 
of this study, legislation has been en
acted which has as its two-fold goal both 
the protection of the producer and the 
consumer. It is recognized that the 
farmer must get a fair return for the 
produce he sells, and yet this must be 
achieved without constantly adding to 
surplus stocks already in existence. The 
program enacted into law is a long-range 
one which is designed to benefit all seg
ments of our population. 

PROGRAM OF HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 

An extensive program of highway con
struction was approved. 

Preservation of our internal security 
and the fight on communism have been 
vigorously pushed forward. People of 
doubtful loyalty have been removed from 
our Federal Government, and the De
partment of Justice has been given in
creased legislative authority in its fight 
against the menace of communism. We 
are determined that our Nation shall 
never be taken over by this godless 
philosophy. 

Integrity in Government has been re
stored. 
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Increased benefits have been given to 

deserving groups of veterans .and their 
dependents. 
· Attention has been given by the Con
gress to many other matters of prime 
importance. Among them are: Reorgan
ization of several agencies of the Federal 
Government, legislation providing for 
study, but not Federal control over prob-

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 11, 1954 

<Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, high and holy, above all our 
thought: Like the morning dew on 
parched ground, like the misty quiet of 
a summer's dawning, steal upon us now 
with a sense of the eternal as we bring 
our fainting spirits to the holiness that 
shames our uncleanness, to the love that 
forgives our iniquities, to the truth that 
unveils all our falseness, to the patience 
that outlasts our fickleness. Even as 
our minds are plagued with questions 
that haunt us, as to how humanity with 
the dread secret of nature in its fum
bling hands can live on this planet in 
peace and security, steady our hearts 
with the knowledge that the fundamen
tal facts of the universe are not material, 
but spiritual. Give us inner greatness 
of spirit and clearness of vision to. meet 
-and match the large designs of this glo
rious yet demanding day, that we may 
keep step with the drumbeat of Thy eter
nal purpose, which, in spite of puny foes, 
is marching on. 

We ask it all in the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, ·and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
August 10, 1954, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed the bill <S. 3Sl) to provide for 
the renewal of and adjustment of com
pensation under contracts for carrying 
mail on water routes, with an amend
ment, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

. The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with amendments, in 
which it · requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 2033. An act relating to the labeling of 
packages containing foreign-produced trout 
sold in the United States, and requiring cer
tain information to appear on the menus of 
public eating places serving such trout; and 

S. 3379. An act to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, so as to. exempt from its appli-

lems iri the field of education, and the 
liberalization of the Housing Act to aid 
those who aspire to own their own homes. 

AMERICA THAT IS PROSPEROUS 

Finally, we have achieved an America 
that is prosperous and economically 
sound without war. Certain people had 
said that the transition from a war to a 

cation fabrics and wearing apparel which are 
not highly flammable. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill <H. R. 
10158) to provide for the payment of 
fees to counsel assigned to represent in
digent defendants in felony cases, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to a concurrent reso
lution <H. Con. Res. 262) expressing the 
sense of the Congress with respect to 
the payment of damages to certain 
American employees in the United Na
tions who were dismissed because of 
their refusal under the fifth amendment 
to answer questions before a committee 
of Congress, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

SEVENTY-FIFTH BIRTHDAY ANNI
VERSARY OF CHARLES L. WAT
KINS, PARLIAMENTARIAN, UNITED 
STATES SENATE 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I wish to make a very brief state
ment which I had intended to make yes
terday, but did not have the opportunity 
to do so. I think it wpuld be very fitting 
to call attention to the fact that yester
day was the 75th birthday anniversary 
of one of the most capable and valuable 
officials of the United States Senate. I 
am referring, of course, to our Parlia
mentarian, Charles L. Watkins, a man 
who for many years has helped us to 
keep the Senate running smoothly. 

Charlie Watkins has been ill since 
March. He is now convalescing at his 
home. During his absence his position 
has been competently filled by his able 
assistant, Dr. Floyd Riddick. 

Mr. President, I can think of no more 
vital or difficult job in the Senate than 
that of the Parliamentarian of this body. 
Most of us realize that without the rich 
store of knowledge which the official 
Parliamentarian possesses, the machin
ery of the Senate would not function 
nearly so smoothly. 

Charlie Watkins has been Parliamen
tarian of the United states Senate since 
1935. For nearly 20 years he has per
formed his duties always, Mr. President, 
with tact, patience, and with an almost 
incredible ability to restore order from 
confusion. 

Charlie Watkins has served both the 
minority and the majority in a non
partisan spirit always, and I can never 
recall any occasion on which his rulings 
have been challenged on grounds of 
partiality. 

Charlie Watkins' service to the Senate 
goes back long before his term as Parlia
mentarian. It actually spans half a cen
tury, going back to the days when he first 

peacetime economy could not be made 
without a severe depression, but they 
have been proved wrong. 

The people of America, through their 
elected Representatives, have again dem
onstrated the strength and resourceful
ness of free men. A great responsibility 
was laid upon this Congress, and it has 
discharged it well. 

came to the Senate as stenographer for 
former Senator James P. Clarke, of 
Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I am confident that I 
can speak for Members on both sides of 
the aisle when I convey birthday greet
ings to Charlie Watkins. We all wish 
him a speedy recovery, and we wish him 
to return to our midst, and we look for
ward to many more years of association 
with him. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join and fully concur in the re
marks made by the minority leader re
garding the service of our Parliamen
tarian, Mr. Watkins, and his able assist
ant, and to concur in the statement that 
the operations of the Senate have worked 
more smoothly because of their combined 
efficiency and helpfulness over the years 
and their servicewin an entirely impartial 
and nonpartisan manner. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following a brief _executive session and 
the quorum call there may be the cus
tomary morning hour for the transaction 
of routine business, under the usual 
2-minute limitation on speeches. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business, for ac
tion on nominations under "New Re
ports" other than postmasters. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consi'der executive 
business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

John C. Beukema, of Michigan; Harry C. 
Brockel, of Wisconsin; Edward J. Noble, of 
Connecticut; Kenneth Merle Lloyd, of Ohio; 
and Hugh Moore, of Pennsylvania, to be 
members of the Advisory Board of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit
tees, the clerk will state the nomina
tions on the Executive Calendar. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Herbert Davis Vogel, of Michigan, to 
be a member of the Board of Directors, 
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